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ABSTRACT 
 
 
Coins have played an important role in the construction of narratives and models of late 
Iron Age society in Britain. Distribution maps, in particular, have been employed to 
identify the supposed tribal structure of the island in the pre-Roman period, which is 
thought to have survived the Roman conquest to be preserved in the Roman civitas 
administration system. The continued prominence of the broad stylistic categories that 
structure all numismatic classifications, and which are often seen to support the 
projection of Romano-British civitates back into the pre-Roman period, has ensured that 
while archaeology has moved away from interpreting Iron Age Britain in terms of 
‘tribes’ and dynastic kings, coins are often still interpreted in this way.  
In the twenty-two years since the publication of Van Arsdell’s Celtic Coinage of Britain 
(1989), the number of provenanced Iron Age coins has increased by almost seventy-five 
percent and the number of distinct types almost doubled. This thesis assembles a digital 
dataset comprised of 32,866 provenanced coins, adding dating and new classification 
information that allow it to be interrogated from geographical, chronological and 
typological perspectives using GIS software. The corpus of Iron Age coinage is now too 
vast to consider every coin at a contextual level, repeating the approach of Haselgrove 
(1987). Instead, this thesis has developed an alternative method of analysing the 
complete dataset, providing an overview of the national trends and patterns against 
which future localised, contextual studies can be compared. 
By analysing the data in this way it is possible to show that localised distribution 
patterns are often obscured by regional-stylistic or ‘tribal’ identifications. Some of these 
patterns are highly significant and allow the numismatic data to support non-tribal 
models of a regionally diverse and dynamic late Iron Age in Britain. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
In the absence of detailed historical accounts, Iron Age coins have played a highly 
significant role in the construction of narratives and models of late Iron Age society. 
Distribution maps, in particular, have been employed to identify the key socio-political 
or ethnic divisions of Britain; revealing the supposed tribal structure of the island in the 
pre-Roman period, which is thought to have survived the Roman conquest intact to be 
preserved in the Roman civitas administration system. In conversation with Jonathan 
Williams almost ten years ago, he pointed out that the evidence for the ‘tribal’ 
nomenclature is more or less exclusively of post-conquest date (see also Braund 1996, 
68 and Collis 2007, 526). Even where Caesar and Ptolemy provide evidence for 
continuity – with the Trinovantes being the only clear example – this does not mean that 
the pre- and post- conquest ‘tribe’ were identical in size or structure and certainly does 
not preclude discontinuity of socio-political structure in other areas. This led the author 
to question whether the coin distributions were as clear-cut as is often thought. 
Provisional studies of coin distributions (Leins 2008) suggested that the broad stylistic 
categories that structure coin classifications often masked more localised patterns.  
At the same time, research into the massive votive coin assemblage from Hallaton in 
Leicestershire (Leins 2007a) exposed the lack of empirical support for the linear 
production sequences into which most coins were placed (see, for example, Van Arsdell 
1989). It was in this context that the present thesis was formulated, with the aim of 
assembling a flexible digital database that could be interrogated from geographical, 
chronological and typological perspectives to explore the complexities of coin 
distributions, enabling the evaluation of existing models of coin production and use and, 
consequently, our understanding of the structure and organisation of the societies that 
made and used them. 
In the twenty-two years since the publication of Van Arsdell’s Celtic Coinage of Britain 
(1989), the number of provenanced Iron Age coins has increased dramatically. 
Excluding the Hallaton assemblage, 71% of the coins included in this study have been 
recorded since 1989. Hallaton increases this percentage to 75%. The expansion of the 
available data reflects the discovery of a number of significant sites and hoards, the 
continuing popularity of metal-detecting and improved mechanisms for reporting and 
recording new finds resulting from reforms to the UK treasure laws and the 
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establishment of the Portable Antiquities Scheme in the late 1990s. In December 2010 
Cottam et al published a new catalogue of British Iron Age coinage, Ancient British 
Coinage. Of the 999 distinct types recognised in the volume, 418 are types not recorded 
by Van Arsdell. There has been in particular an explosion in the number and variety of 
early uninscribed silver coinages in the south-east. In questioning the integrity of 
regional coinages and presenting a new analysis of the patterns revealed by analysing 
coin distributions, the present study can call upon a significantly larger dataset than 
anything previously studied.   
The distribution of coin finds indicates that a limited area of Britain struck and used 
coinage in the pre-Roman period, with few coins discovered beyond the River Parrett in 
Somerset, to the west of the Severn and Avon in the West Midlands, west of the Trent 
in Yorkshire and the East Midlands and north of the Humber Estuary (see figure 1.1). 
This thesis will consider coin evidence from the entirety of this ‘coin-using zone’. 
Although such a broad geographical study will necessarily involve a fairly low-
resolution analysis, in most cases, the broad perspective that results from such a wide 
geographical focus should compensate for this. While there have been several studies of 
coin distribution at a restricted scale in the last two or three decades (Kimes et al 1982; 
Van Arsdell 1994; Curteis 1996; Rudd 2006a), to the knowledge of the author nobody 
has attempted to look at coin distribution on a national scale. The maps used in 
Cunliffe’s synthesis of Iron Age Britain (2005) provide such a perspective, but include 
only broad distributions of coinage by tribal attribution. 
In chronological terms, this thesis is equally broad. Despite the temptation to focus on a 
particular period, it covers the period from the introduction of coinage to Britain in the 
second century BC until the cessation of insular production in c. AD 43 to c. AD 50. 
That said, there is a clear focus on insular material throughout, meaning that the 
majority of the analysis deals with the period after c. 100/80 BC. This wide 
chronological period of study was considered necessary in order to fully identify the 
extent of any spatial and temporal patterns. The introduction of a chronological 
framework to a digital dataset that has not been studied in this way is a key aim of this 
research, as distribution maps rarely consider chronological factors, instead presenting 
chronologically diverse data in a static form.  
In consideration of the geographical and chronological limitations of this study, it will 
be immediately obvious that there is little discussion of material from the Continent. 
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While it is recognised that the development and use of coinage in Britain cannot be 
considered in isolation from the Continent, there are sensible reasons for excluding this 
material. Assembling a dataset of British coinage and developing its structure to 
embrace a geographical, chronological and typological approach to distribution analysis 
was an ambitious task, even with the foundation provided by the Celtic Coin Index. 
Attempting to replicate this for material from the Near Continent, for which there is no 
single repository of coin data, would have been impractical and undoubtedly have been 
to the detriment of the overall analysis.  
 
 Figure 1.1: Iron Age coins, all finds. 
Another obvious omission is discussion of Roman Republican and early Imperial coins. 
It is clear from analysis of Hallaton (Leins 2007a), and many other conquest period 
hoard and site assemblages, that Roman imports, some probably reaching Britain before 
AD 43, circulated together with local coinage. While there would be significant benefits 
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of studying Iron Age and early Roman coin-use together, it has been excluded from the 
main analysis for the same reasons as Continental Iron Age material.  
In the light of Haselgrove’s thesis (1987) it is difficult to justify approaching the study 
of British Iron Age coinage without considering every coin in the greatest level of detail, 
recognising the importance of any archaeological context recorded. Archaeological 
context offers the clearest answers to the questions of how coins were being used, when, 
and by whom. As Haselgrove himself has recently acknowledged, however, the dataset 
is now too vast to replicate this approach on a national level (Haselgrove 2005c, 30-1). 
This thesis represents an attempt to find an alternative method of analysing the complete 
dataset that will provide the national patterns against which localised contextual studies 
can be compared. 
The approach adopted in this thesis involves the construction of a new dataset of Iron 
Age coin finds (see chapter 2). This will be analysed using GIS, which allows groups of 
coins to be mapped and compared relatively swiftly. The aim is to identify the broad 
regional-stylistic (or ‘tribal’) patterns, any localised discrepancies in the distribution of 
particular coin types and changes through time. The significance of each can then be 
assessed. In the deconstruction of existing approaches to distribution mapping and their 
interpretation (chapter 3), a case study based on a geographically defined one hundred 
by one hundred kilometre area is employed. This case study will expose a number of 
problems and assumptions that affect our interpretations of coin maps and, as a result, 
distort our narratives. It will offer an alternative approach to mapping data that 
recognises the geographical and chronological diversity of the evidence. This 
methodology and the models developed from the interpretation of the spatial and 
temporal patterns within the numismatic record will be tested across the whole of coin-
using Iron Age Britain (chapter 4).  
Chapter 5 offers a second case study. Here, the impact of a number of distinct deposits 
discovered at the votive site at Hallaton in Leicestershire is examined. Analysis of 
individual contexts has offered a new understanding of coin-use at the site that can then 
be compared to the regional and national patterns of the previous chapter. Finally, 
chapter 6 looks in more detail at the distribution of coins of different metals and 
denominations. When considered in conjunction with the patterns identified in chapters 
3 to 5, this offers some indication of the different functions of coinage in different social, 
temporal and spatial contexts.  
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Throughout this thesis there is an emphasis on testing assumptions about the nature of 
coin production, which has implications for our understanding of society. Traditional 
models see coinage as the product of tribal authorities and their kings or rulers. While 
this is no longer universally accepted in Iron Age archaeological studies, such models 
continue to influence the structure and interpretation of Iron Age numismatics. The die-
engravers and moneyers responsible for the production of coinage are seen to be subject 
to the ruler or tribal authority (for example Mack 1953; Van Arsdell 1989). Here, 
assumptions of this kind are questioned. It is asked whether the data can support 
alternative production models that are consistent with the alternative social models that 
have been emerging from Iron Age archaeological research (Gwilt and Haselgrove 1997; 
Moore 2006; Hill 2007; Haselgrove and Moore 2007; Papworth 2008) and contextual 
numismatic studies (Leins 2007a). 
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Chapter 2. Sources and Methods 
 
Three interrelated strands of evidence have influenced modern approaches to the Iron 
Age: archaeological, historical and numismatic. The first section of this chapter briefly 
traces the major shifts in the dominant paradigms of archaeology, which are often 
related to advances in the social sciences and other fields. In the nineteenth century, 
numismatic evidence regularly influenced archaeological theory. More recently, 
however, numismatics has developed in its own direction as a highly specialised field, 
meaning that advances in archaeological theory have had an uneven impact upon 
numismatists and their research (Kelleher and Leins 2011). Until the nineteenth century, 
all studies of Iron Age Britain and Europe were based primarily upon the surviving 
corpus of Greek and Latin literature. Today the Classical view of the pre-Roman 
societies of north-western Europe continues to underpin many models of Iron Age 
society. In Britain, the works of the second century AD geographer Ptolemy have been 
of particular significance, shaping our understanding of the island’s political geography 
in the Iron Age. A discussion of this class of evidence forms the second section of this 
chapter. The third section outlines the key developments in Iron Age numismatics, 
stressing those approaches that have had the greatest influence on current thinking. The 
final section explores the origins and structure of the dataset employed in the present 
study.  
 
2.1 Archaeology and the study of British Iron Age societies  
Although sites and artefacts had been related to the Iron Age societies of north-western 
Europe recorded in the Classical sources for many centuries, it was only with the 
discovery and excavation of Hallstatt (1846) and La Tène (1858) that Iron Age 
archaeological study began in earnest. Rich assemblages yielded at these sites facilitated 
the construction of detailed artefact classifications that, in turn, shaped the first 
archaeological chronologies. The earliest interpretations of the archaeological record 
were dominated by culture-history approaches that sought to identify distinct ‘cultures’ 
on the basis of the spatial and temporal patterning of material remains. In this way the 
distribution of particular types of artefact or sites were taken as indicators of ethnic 
continuity, allowing the major historically attested peoples of the past to be located in 
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space and time. This process was deeply embedded in the Romantic Nationalism of the 
nineteenth century that led many new European states to re-write their own histories as 
part of contemporary nationalist agendas (Jones 1997, 15-19; Williams 1997, 70-73). 
By the mid nineteenth century linguistic studies had already identified the spread of 
Celtic languages westwards through Europe into Britain and Ireland and linked this with 
large scale population movements (Pritchard 1831; see Collis 2003, 54). In 1890, Sir 
Arthur Evans noted in his excavation report on the cemetery site of Aylesford in Kent 
that the burial rites more closely resembled those of north-western France than Britain, a 
phenomenon which he explained by reference to the settlement of Belgic invaders 
recorded by Caesar (BG 5.12). This theory was to have a profound impact on Iron Age 
studies. Invasion and migration came to be seen as prerequisites of cultural change and 
were cited in explanation of new settlement forms and burial rites, the adoption of 
coinage and many other artistic and technological developments.  
Key invasions were hypothesised between the sixth and first century BC, which came to 
structure the ‘ABC’ chronology proposed by Hawkes in 1931. In this way the ‘Invasion 
Hypothesis’ became integral to the language and chronological framework of British 
Iron Age studies, as well as explanations of social and cultural change (Collis 1994, 
123). A revised model (Hawkes 1960) recognised the regional diversity of the 
archaeological record and acknowledged important specialist studies of ceramics and 
coinage (see discussion of Brooke 1928; 1933 and Allen 1944 below). 
 
2.1.1 ‘New Archaeology’ 
The revision of Hawkes’ model coincided with its first major critiques. Hodson (1960; 
1962; 1964) argued that the model obscured meaningful patterns by restricting the 
spatial and temporal boundaries of cultures within an artificial framework and instead 
proposed a return to traditional culture-history approaches (Cunliffe 1991, 16-17). 
Crucially, his alternative model, which was based on the excavated site of Little 
Woodbury in Wiltshire, recognised an indigenous culture influenced by and absorbing 
material culture from external traditions (Collis 1994, 125). He confined the principal 
Continental influences to the period after 100/50 BC (Haselgrove and Moore 2007, 1). 
The relegation of large-scale population movements to a subsidiary role brought about 
the collapse of the established nomenclature and chronologies of the British Iron Age 
and simultaneously cleared the way for the introduction of new approaches.  
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The so-called ‘New Archaeology’ which arose in its place was dominated by social and 
economic agendas and focussed on new subjects including settlement pattern and 
hierarchy, production, trade and exchange, social organisation and social change (Collis 
1997, 297-98; Renfrew and Bahn 1991, 34-35). This approach was embodied in the first 
edition of Cunliffe’s Iron Age Communities in Britain (1974) which followed Hodson’s 
example in emphasising continuity from the Bronze Age and the dramatic nature of the 
changes of the late Iron Age. His model, which was based on the excavated sites of 
Wessex, stressed the importance of localised hierarchical societies and the centrality of 
the hillfort, which served as an elite residence to the dominant warrior-aristocracy and a 
focal point for economic, religious and political activities (see also Cunliffe 1984, 
1995). The abandonment of the hillforts and emergence of new proto-urban centres 
(‘oppida’) in the late Iron Age were linked to the appearance of new elites and the 
ethnogenesis of localised chiefdoms into the larger tribal groupings, which Cunliffe 
traced through pottery distributions and, in later periods, regional coinage distributions. 
The renewal of cross-channel contacts at this time was cited as the major cause of 
change (Cunliffe 1974, 1976; see Mattingly 2006, 56). 
The influential ‘core-periphery’ theory was based on such a model of Iron Age society, 
specifically associating settlement changes, the visible consumption of Roman luxuries, 
the appearance of rich burials and the adoption of coinage (amongst other 
archaeological phenomena of south-eastern Britain) with an upturn in trade with the 
Roman World. The process was seen to begin with the expansion of Roman interests in 
Gaul in the second century BC and have intensified after the conquest of Gaul in the 50s 
BC. In Britain, trade was monopolised by the existing elites of the south-east, leading to 
increased social stratification, the centralisation of political power and the economic 
development of this ‘core’ area. The emergence of individuals like Tasciovanos and 
proto-urban complexes like St Albans, Colchester, Braughing and Silchester were seen 
as outcomes of this process. The surrounding areas, which supplied many of the goods 
that were traded with the Romans, became an economically subservient ‘periphery’ 
(Haselgrove 1982; 1984; 1987; Cunliffe 1991; summarised by Hill 2007, 16).  
Core-periphery theory dominated Iron Age studies well into the 1990s, despite being 
heavily critiqued during the early part of the decade. The most serious criticism 
stemmed from the model’s failure to consider the changes of Wessex and the south-east 
in either their broader geographic or chronological context (Millett 1990; Willis 1994; 
Fitzpatrick 2001; see Mattingly 2006, 56-57 and Hill 2007, 16-18). The relative paucity 
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of archaeological research in the ‘periphery’ was identified as one distorting factor, 
something which has, to some extent been addressed by recent research and excavation. 
Moore (2006) and Hill (2007) have pointed to the density of the middle Iron Age 
occupation of the West Midlands and East Anglia and the East Midlands respectively, 
compared with the south east. Many of the sites and communities considered key to the 
late Iron Age (such as St Albans) can now be seen to have developed in previously 
marginal areas (Haselgrove and Millett 1997; Moore 2006), which Hill suggested 
demonstrate an inversion of the core-periphery model (Hill 2007). Hill has also 
emphasised the non-hierarchical nature of these middle Iron Age societies, thus further 
accentuating the extra-ordinary nature of developments within the south-east in the last 
century before the Roman invasion (Hill 2006; 2007).  
Another criticism of the core-periphery model, advanced by Millett, suggested that 
neither the volume of foreign imports entering Britain, nor their distributions, were 
consistent with large-scale Roman trade. Instead he suggested that Roman prestige 
goods arrived through established networks of kinship and gift exchange, perhaps 
stimulated by new alliances and client-kingdom relationships with Rome developed in 
the post-Caesarean period (Millett 1990, 38). This suggestion was fully developed by 
Creighton (2000), in one of the only attempts of recent years to develop a new synthesis 
of the historical and archaeological evidence for late Iron Age society. For Creighton 
the key changes in the archaeology of southern England were brought about by the 
invasions of Caesar, which saw members of the British elite taken to Rome as political 
hostages and some socio-political groups tied to Rome as client-kingdoms. As such, 
members of the elite strata of southern British Iron Age society witnessed the Augustan 
revolution first hand, which they later emulated as part of their adoption of Roman 
lifestyles and practices on their return to Britain. This hypothesis, like the earlier core-
periphery theory, attributed the changes in Britain to the growing influence of Rome, in 
this case to her political agency rather than trade (Haselgrove and Moore 2007, 2; Hill 
2007, 30 ff.).  
While Creighton’s theory has been influential, it is open to many of the same criticisms 
levelled at core-periphery theory. Hill (2004; 2007) has also argued that the emphasis 
on the importance of the client-kingdom model undermines the main value of his 
hypothesis; which is that it reveals a comprehensive shift in the symbolic language and 
identities of the kings of south-eastern Britain and a conscious expression of difference 
from their predecessors (see discussion of numismatics below).  
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2.1.2 The influence of ‘post-processual archaeology’ 
Until the 1980s the nature of the relationship between material culture and society, on 
which many of these theories are based, remained unquestioned (Shanks and Tilley 
1987, 79-117; Haselgrove and Gwilt 1997, 1-2). The New Archaeology of the 1960s 
and 70s had essentially adopted the ‘archaeological cultures’ identified by earlier 
approaches as the basic units of description and classification. In many cases even the 
ethnic labels that had been applied to them were retained (Jones 1997, 27). Thus socio-
economic models were usually based on the same material culture patterns as earlier 
approaches, although they were now interpreted as evidence of the shared values and 
economic, political and religious practices of particular social groups rather than in 
purely ethnic terms.  
Ethno-archaeological research conducted by Hodder in East Africa and published as 
Symbols in Action (1982) served to suggest that the distribution of objects symbolic of 
ethnic identity did not always correlate directly with the boundaries of actual ethnic 
groups. This undermined one of the key principles of archaeology. His point was later 
forcibly reiterated by Sîan Jones in her detailed discussion of the nature of ethnicity and 
its use in archaeology (1997, 24). Jones also suggested that mapping broad classes of 
material, without recognition of its heterogeneous nature, was common and usually 
produced a picture of bounded monolithic ethnic entities, which failed to recognise the 
true complexity of the spatial and temporal patterning of material culture and obscured 
its relationship with the processes responsible for its formation (Jones 1997, 29-39, 128-
135). Jones’ conclusion will be shown to be of great relevance to Iron Age numismatics 
(a case study she employed), as coins have served as the most important symbol of 
ethnic or tribal identity in Iron Age Britain and have been mapped as heterogeneous 
objects (see chapter 3). 
Post-processual archaeology, as it came to be known, highlighted the need to develop 
more nuanced understandings of the ways in which material culture related to social 
realities. Hodder suggested that particular types of artefact played an active role in the 
negotiation of relationships between different social groups (including those of status, 
age, sex, class and ethnicity) and that this relationship was mediated by issues of 
ideology and belief. As a result, the meaning and significance of material cultural 
patterning can only be understood within the specific social context of their production 
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and use (Hodder 1982; see Haselgrove and Gwilt 1997, 2). Many Iron Age studies – of 
landscapes, settlement forms, artefacts and even rubbish – have emphasised the capacity 
of archaeological evidence to reveal aspects of an individual or a community’s identity 
when studied within their specific social context (Haselgrove and Moore 2007, 3). 
 
2.1.3 Romanization, ethnicity and identity 
The concept of Romanization – an attempt to characterise the process through which 
natives could become Roman, changing their identities through the adoption of different 
lifestyles, social practices and material culture – has been of central importance to Iron 
Age as well as Roman studies since the 1990s (Millett 1990). Central to a notion of 
Romanization is the distinction between ‘native’ and ‘Roman’, and a belief that these 
can be identified through changes in material culture assemblages. For this reason, 
Romanization has been the subject of intense criticism from post-processual 
perspectives. The simply binary definition of culture (as native or Roman), downplays 
the effects of regional variations, as well as the degree of continuity within some areas 
through time (Mattingly 2006, 16). The use of ‘Celtic’ art styles on ‘Roman’ objects (as 
on the Staffordshire Moorlands Pan (Pitts and Worrell 2003); see also Hunter 2007, 
286-96) provides an example of the formation of new creolised identities (Haselgrove 
and Moore 2007, 7; see also Webster 2001).  
It has been argued there was no single ‘Roman culture’ to which communities could 
aspire, and against which the degree of Romanization can be measured (Woolf 1998; 
Hill 2001, 13). What it meant to be Roman differed in time and space, involving a 
continuous blending of different cultural influences (Woolf 1998, 6 ff.). Furthermore, 
the meaning of artefacts could be transformed and manipulated by different peoples in 
different social contexts (Jones 1997, 129-130; Terrenato 1998, 23; Hill 2001, 14). The 
presence of imported Roman wine in Gaul need not imply Roman ethnicity or the 
development of Roman identities, unless it was consumed as part of Roman dining 
practices. Instead it could be used in the very un-Roman context of communal feasting 
(Woolf 1998, 171 ff.). Hill suggested that the introduction of ‘Roman’ objects 
associated with grooming and personal appearance might attest the construction of new 
identities rather than Romanization (Hill 1997). These examples again emphasise that 
artefacts cannot be used as signifiers of ethnic or social identity unless the specific 
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social context of their use and the archaeological context of their recovery is first 
understood (Jones 1997, 130; Hill 2001, 14). 
Recent debates on the nature of identity in Iron Age and Roman Britain have also 
highlighted the complexities of individual and group identities. In addition to ethnicity, 
social and legal status, age and gender, education and literacy, profession, wealth and 
regional factors all influence the creation and maintenance of identity (Hill 2001, 15; 
Mattingly 2006, 18-19). Mattingly has argued that the diverse identities of late Iron Age 
populations can only have been exacerbated by growing Roman influences in the late 
Iron Age and early Roman period. Discrepant experience resulted in discrepant 
identities. Hence Romanization must have impacted upon different regions and different 
elements of Iron Age society in different ways at different times (Mattingly 2006, 16-
19). 
Such approaches have resulted in broad recognition of the problems of using continuity 
and discontinuity of material culture as evidence for the identity of the individuals and 
social groups that made and used it. The distribution of a particular artefact cannot be 
used to define the limits of a particular social or ethnic group. Artefacts were probably 
manipulated to express different aspects of identity in different social contexts and used 
in the establishment and maintenance of a range of social, political, economic and 
religious relationships. The cross-cutting distribution patterns of different artefacts 
within the archaeological record are as complex as the shifting and dynamic identities of 
their users.    
 
2.2 The Classical Sources 
The earliest texts referring to the societies of Iron Age Europe were composed in Greek 
between the sixth and third centuries BC. While they offer little more than the names 
and territorial extents of various ‘barbarian’ peoples living beyond the frontiers of the 
Classical World, they serve to highlight the lack of regular contact between the 
civilizations of the Mediterranean basin and temperate Europe. Later sources in Greek 
and Latin often include detailed political geographies, historical and ethnographic 
information, reflecting the increased contacts that resulted from the expansion of 
Rome’s imperial interests into north-western Europe from the second century BC. 
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Two sources, one written in Latin and the other in Greek, are prominent in modern 
reconstructions of late Iron Age Britain. The first, Julius Caesar’s De Bello Gallico 
describes events in Gaul during the Roman conquest of 58-52 BC. In addition to naming 
many of the key groups within Gaulish society, and their leaders, it offers an insight into 
economic, political and religious practices, which provide useful analogies for 
understanding the contemporary societies of neighbouring Britain. Books four and five 
include brief descriptions of Caesar’s expeditions to south-eastern Britain in 55-54 BC, 
approximately one hundred years before its incorporation into the Roman Empire. 
These much quoted passages represent the only continuous narrative of Britain in the 
pre-conquest period. The second source, Claudius Ptolemy’s Geographia, written 
around two centuries later in c. AD 150, is a rather more straightforward geographical 
listing of the peoples and places that comprised each province of the Roman Empire. 
Despite its dry format, it is the earliest complete survey of Britain’s political geography. 
Brief passages in Strabo (writing shortly before AD 19) provide useful contemporary 
references to events in Britain, while the detailed histories of Tacitus (writing c. AD 98-
120) and Cassius Dio (writing c. AD 220-35), supply addition information of relevance 
to the study of pre-Roman Britain, although both are written considerably after the 
events that they describe.  
 
2.2.1 Caesar, Gaul and Britain 
Caesar recognised a number of distinctions within the populations of north-western 
Europe, including those based on ethnicity, geographical proximity and socio-political 
organisation. His perception of the ethnic divisions of Gaul is clearly articulated in the 
opening remarks of the De Bello Gallico:  
All Gaul is divided into three parts, one of which the Belgae inhabit, the Aquitani 
another, those who in their own language are called Celts, in ours Gauls, the 
third. All differ from one another in language, customs and laws.   
(Caesar, BG 1.1) 
It is apparent from later passages that he regarded the Germans and Britons as similarly 
discrete ethnic entities (see BG 1.11; 5.11). Within these groupings it is sometimes 
possible to identify smaller scale ethno-geographic groups. A number of individual 
named socio-political groups (civitates), whose territories bordered the Atlantic coast, 
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are collectively referred to as Armorican (BG 5.53; 7.75; cf. Pliny, NH 2.17.105). A 
similar group identity can probably be ascribed to the inhabitants of Cantium, which is 
described as a maritime region of Britain (BG 5.14) and appears to have comprised a 
number of distinct socio-political groups ruled by four kings at the time of Caesar’s 
invasions (BG 5.22). 
The principal units of Iron Age society in Gaul, revealed by the De Bello Gallico, are 
the smaller scale socio-political groups which the Romans termed civitates. The word 
civitas is used 217 times by Caesar to describe named groups in Gaul. The terms natio 
and gens are also employed (fifteen and nine times respectively), usually as substitutes 
for civitas (for example BG 2.28; 3.27; 3.28), although both are also used to refer to 
broader ethnic groups (see BG 6.11; 6.17). Subdivisions of the civitas, called pagi, are 
also recorded (the word is used eleven times). While it is hinted that pagi characterised 
all Gaulish civitates (BG 6.11), they are specifically recorded in the discussion of just 
four – the Helvetii (BG 1.12 ff.), Suevi (BG 1.37), Morini (BG 4.22) and Arverni (BG 
7.64). The prominence of the civitas in Caesar has ensured its centrality to almost all 
modern studies of Iron Age Europe, with settlements, coinages, ceramic and stylistic 
traditions all ascribed to different civitates. It should be noted that while Caesar names a 
number of peoples in south-eastern Britain none are explicitly labelled as civitates, pagi 
or otherwise defined.  
 
2.2.2 Britain in the writings of Ptolemy 
A list of the civitates of Gaul can be assembled from Caesar, providing a framework for 
understanding Iron Age Gaulish society (see Tarpin 2006 for a critique highlighting the 
limitations of Caesar’s account as a source for pre-conquest Gaul). The later survey of 
Ptolemy (along with other late sources such as the Notitia Dignitatum) is relegated to 
studies of the organisation and structure of the developed Roman province. In Britain 
there is no detailed pre-conquest narrative. Caesar’s descriptions reflect the 
geographical and temporal limitations of his visits. Tacitus’ Annals give out during the 
period of Britain’s conquest and the Agricola offers only cursory comment on the pre-
Roman period, whilst also suffering from its author’s frustrating tendency to omit the 
names of both peoples and places. In any case, Tacitus was writing well after AD 43. 
Instead, Britain’s political geography has been reconstructed from Ptolemy. Implicit in 
our understanding of pre-Roman Britain, therefore, is the belief that the Roman 
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administrative structure was based on and preserved the socio-political divisions of Iron 
Age Britain. It has frequently been argued that archaeological evidence, especially, 
coins supports the backward projection of the Roman civitates into the Iron Age (see 
below and chapter 3).  
The question of whether Ptolemy’s Geography should be considered relevant to our 
interpretations of late Iron Age Britain and its socio-political structure is central to this 
thesis. Were the socio-political and ethnic divisions of Britain static throughout the late 
Iron Age, or were they in a state of constant flux? Were the structure, size and shape of 
individual socio-political groups altered by the Romans during the conquest and 
subsequent process of provincial formation? The fragmentary accounts of Britain, as 
well as comparisons with better attested Gaul, offer some answers to these questions. 
In Gaul, where a broader geographical zone can be compared in the accounts of Caesar 
and Ptolemy, significant discrepancies can be identified in the number of conquest and 
post-conquest period civitas, which serves as a measure of change. Caesar names 
around seventy-five civitates in Gaul, while Ptolemy catalogues only fifty-nine in a 
similar area (see Appendix C). Even accounting for inaccuracies, and the problems of 
identifying the boundaries of Gaul and neighbouring provinces, this suggests a probable 
simplification of the civitas structure of Gaul between c. 50 BC and c. AD 150.  
Caesar provides evidence of the mechanisms that led to such changes. The Eburones are 
first mentioned as Treverorum clientes (BG 4.6). They also appear to have been 
subordinated to the Aduatuci, to whom they provided regular hostages and paid tribute 
(BG 5.27). They were freed from these obligations by the Romans and subsequently, 
after their revolt against Rome, entered into more equal relationships with the Treveri, 
Aduatuci and Nervii (BG 5.27; 6.2). In punishment for their revolt, Caesar showed no 
mercy, ordering the annihilation of the civitas (BG 6.24). Although not explicitly 
mentioned by Caesar, comparisons of Caesar and Ptolemy suggest that the Aduatuci 
could have suffered a similar fate. They are completely absent from the latter source, 
who ascribes their capital, Aduatuca, to the Tungri (Ptolemy, Geography II, ii). It is 
clear from Caesar, and other sources, that different groups suffered and benefited from 
their opposition/support during Roman campaigns. 
Britain’s socio-political geography is also likely to have changed during the period of 
the Roman conquest. Although the limited geographic scope of Caesar’s description of 
Britain renders comparisons with Ptolemy more problematic, it is nevertheless 
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interesting that at least four of the six peoples named in southern Britain by Caesar (the 
assumed civitates of the Ancalites, Bibroci, Cassi and Segontiaci) are absent from 
Ptolemy (see Appendix C). The Trinovantes appear in both sources, while Caesar’s 
Cenimagni can possibly be equated with the Iceni (BG 5.20-21; Ptolemy, Geography II, 
ii). This suggests that while the Trinovantes survived the Roman conquest into the 
second century and beyond, other groups did not. 
While the lack of detailed narratives makes it more difficult to trace the development of 
individual civitates in Britain, there are hints in the surviving textual evidence that inter-
civitas relationships were as complex and fluid as those in Gaul:  
(Aulus Plautius) gained by capitulation that part of the Boduni [Dobunni?] who 
were ruled by a tribe of the Catuellani [Catuvellauni?] 
(Dio 60.20.2) 
While attention on this passage normally focusses on the possible association of the 
Boduni with the Dobunni (the Roman civitas centered on Gloucestershire), its 
significance stems from the fact that it suggests the ‘Boduni’ were divided into at least 
two independently acting units, only one of which was subordinated to another civitas, 
the ‘Catuellani’. The negotiation and re-negotiation of traditional loyalties and 
dependencies may have been commonplace and is likely to have resulted from both 
internal pressures (leadership disputes, warfare, competition for land – see for example 
BG 1.31 ff. and Tacitus, Agricola 12) and the external influence of Rome. 
The sources suggest that Britain experienced periods of unrest between the invasions of 
Caesar and Claudius. The enforced exiles of several members of the British ruling elite 
are recorded, including Ti(n?) and Dumnobellaunus (Res Gestae 32.1), probably the 
Tincomarus and Dubnovellaunos named on coins, as well as Adminius (Suetonius, 
Gaius 44) and Berikos (Verica; Dio 60.19). These are as likely to reflect changes to the 
civitas structure of southern Britain as they are simple changes of leadership within 
individual civitates. It is clear that Rome asserted influence in Britain at this time 
(Strabo, Geog. 4.5.3; Dio 49.38, 53.22 ff. and 59.25). Rome’s influence on the socio-
political structure must have intensified during the conquest itself, as it did in Gaul. 
Cogidumnus is recorded as a beneficiary of the annexation of southern Britain, gaining 
control of new territories as a reward for his loyalty (Tacitus, Agricola 14), while other 
groups suffered for their opposition (Suetonius, Vesp. 4). This brief survey of Gaul and 
Britain emphasises the problems associated with assuming that the civitas structure 
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ascribed to Roman Britain by Ptolemy can be applied to the conquest or pre-conquest 
period. 
 
2.2.3 The sources and models of Iron Age societies 
Modern authors have attempted to identify distinctive and recurring elements within the 
Classical sources in order to construct a generalised model of Iron Age society (see, for 
example, Collis 1984). Prominent features of the model include a recognition of the 
importance of hierarchical social structures, the dominance of kings or ‘chiefs’, elite 
status groups and the potential influence of priests or druids. Traditionally, the majority 
of the population are portrayed as a subservient, agriculturally-based peasantry. Also 
emphasised are the roles of marriage alliances, patronage, gift-exchange and hostage-
taking in the development and preservation of power and social relations. This model 
has asserted a strong influence on Iron Age archaeology, providing the framework for 
the interpretation of everything from settlement and burial patterns to the organisation 
of trade and production (see, for example, Cunliffe 1974 discussed above). 
Like most models, however, it can paint a picture of homogeneity that obscures the true 
diversity of Iron Age societies revealed by the archaeology and the fullest historical 
accounts. The better attested civitates in Caesar reveal substantial differences in size, 
structure and in the scale of their external influences. The Aedui, according to Caesar, 
appear to have possessed a form of government not unlike Rome’s, with a senate and 
annually elected magistrates (BG 1.16; 7.32 ff). Just as at Rome, political decision-
making and the appointment of magistrates were strongly influenced by distinguished 
private citizens (BG 1.17), while both individual members of the elite and the civitas 
itself possessed considerable influence amongst neighbouring civitates (BG 1.31; 6.12). 
Distinctly different forms of social and political organisation appear to have 
characterised other civitates. The leaders of the Ubii were styled principes et senatus 
(BG 4.11), those of the Nervii duces et principes (BG 5.41), while the Suessiones seem 
to have shared a government and magistrate with their neighbours and allies the Remi 
(BG 2.3) as well as maintained a king (2.4). The Eburones were ruled by a pair of reges 
(BG 5.27; 6.31). 
Even terms like rex are problematic. Within the pages of Caesar it is used to encompass 
temporary war-leaders (Vercingetorix BG 7.4) and permanently elected kings 
(Ambiorix and Cativolcus BG 6.31). Some exercised authority over several civitates (in 
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the case of Divitiacus this extended to groups on both sides of the Channel; BG 2.4), 
while others shared power within a single civitas (BG 5.24; 6.31). The range of socio-
political forms and structures in Britain should be expected to have been as diverse as 
those described by Caesar in Gaul. 
It is also clear that Iron Age societies were comprehensible in terms of Caesar’s own 
experiences. Each civitas of Gaul and Britain could be understood as an independent 
polity, with its own distinctive social and political structure and cultural practices. Its 
leading political agents could be compared to the senates, councils and leading men of 
contemporary Roman society, or the kings and dictators of her past. The use of 
patronage, marriage alliances and force to achieve and maintain status would also have 
been familiar to the Romans. The external relationships of a particular civitas could also 
be understood in the same way, through analogy with Rome’s own external treaties and 
alliances.  
The conclusions of this brief survey of the evidence provided by Greek and Roman 
literature are important to this thesis as they present a picture of a fluid, dynamic and 
diverse Iron Age society. Individual groups or civitates possessed different forms of 
socio-political structure and their fortunes varied as a result of internal changes and the 
external influence of Rome, particularly during the conquest period. Against this 
background, it is clear that the application of Ptolemy’s description of the political 
geography of Roman Britain to Iron Age society is anachronistic, and its use in the 
analysis of Iron Age coinage and other forms of material culture problematic. 
 
2.3 British Iron Age coins 
The study of British Iron Age coinage can be traced back to the first edition of 
Camden’s Britannia (1586), which included woodcut illustrations of a small number of 
coins that its author felt could be attributed to the ancient Britons. By linking coin 
inscriptions with Cunobelin and the settlement of Verulamium, Camden recognized the 
possibility that coins had been produced in pre-Roman Britain. This assertion was 
highly contentious, not least because it appeared to contradict a well known passage in 
Caesar implying that the Britons had been unaccustomed to the use of coinage (BG 
5.12). It is now clear that the reading of this passage is ambiguous (see Poste 1853, 9-10 
and Burnett 1995, 7 for manuscript variations and different translations). While other 
coins demonstrating apparent links to Britain appeared in subsequent editions of 
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Britannia and later works, including those by Pettingal (1763), Stukeley (1776) and 
Rudling (1817), alternative readings were proposed that allowed the same coins to be 
reattributed to continental sources (Taylor Combe 1814). Without appreciation of 
archaeological context, no consensus could be reached on the question of their origin. 
A means of evaluating conflicting attributions emerged in the early nineteenth century. 
By demonstrating that coins of Cunobelin were found in south-eastern England and not 
on the continent, de Legoy (1826) provided a decisive rebuke to those who had argued 
for their continental origins. Employing a similar methodology, Akerman constructed 
the first archaeological distribution maps, revealing the British origins of many other 
types and even arguing that they demonstrated the territories over which named 
individuals had held sway (1846; 1849). The full benefit of these advances was not 
immediately felt as later publications, most notably Beale Poste (1853), continued to 
cite the untested identifications of previous generations.  
In 1864 Sir John Evans provided the comprehensive study that the subject needed. The 
Coins of the Ancient Britons (with its Supplement of 1890) incorporated both recent 
archaeological approaches and techniques of classification borrowed from geological 
and biological science, revealing a particular debt to Darwin’s On the Origin of the 
Species (1859). Drawing on the most complete inventory of coinage assembled to date, 
Evans separated earlier uninscribed coins from later inscribed issues, recognising 
amongst the former a reduction in weight standard and tendency towards abstract 
designs that identified an ‘evolutionary’ sequence (1864, 33 ff.). By tracing the design 
back to its prototype – the coinage of Philip II of Macedon – he was able to place the 
introduction of coinage to Britain in about 150 BC. Later inscribed types were allocated 
to districts based on stylistic distinctions and their circulation areas as revealed by the 
distribution of findspots.  
Evans’ work was not without errors of attribution and dating: a number of types more 
commonly found in Gaul than Britain were identified as British, while the coinage of 
Verica was unfortunately disassociated from Dio’s Berikos and seen to be contemporary 
with the earlier coinage of Tincomarus. Despite this, The Coins of the Ancient Britons 
offered a chronological and typological framework less flawed than many modern 
publications (Williams 2003, 46). In a desire to avoid constructing an interpretation that 
relied too heavily on unproven conjecture or the scant references of Roman literature, 
Evans used only a few key historical-numismatic associations in his chronology and 
arrangement. His neutral geographical terminology is commendable, as it avoided the 
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assumption that the Roman civitates recorded in Ptolemy necessarily reflected the 
divisions of Iron Age Britain as well (1864, 36, 39-40; see above and chapter 3).  
Evans’ catalogue remained the standard reference for British Iron Age numismatics for 
almost a century, although some modifications were proposed by Brooke in the early 
twentieth century. Drawing heavily on recent classifications by the French numismatists 
La Tour (1892) and Blanchet (1905), Brooke reattributed several uninscribed gold types 
to Gaul. In a second departure, he placed the introduction of coinage to Britain in the 
first century BC, based on the idea that the coins of Philip of Macedon had only reached 
Gaul during the mid second century BC as part of the currency of the Roman invaders, 
rather than through gradual exchange and imitation from the late fourth century onwards 
(Brooke 1928, 89-98; 1933, 268-269). While findspots and stratigraphic evidence 
ultimately disproved this, Brooke’s dating enabled him to explain the adoption of 
coinage by reference to contemporary archaeological theory. Coins came to be 
identified as another trait indicative of the invasion of Belgic peoples into Britain (see 
above). 
 
2.3.1 Coins and political narratives 
The ‘invasion hypothesis’ also exerted a strong influence on the work of Derek Allen. 
In a paper delivered to the Society of Antiquaries in 1940, Allen continued Brooke’s 
story of the development of coinage. Taking the stylistically grouped inscribed coinages 
from Evans’ various districts; he associated each with a ‘tribe’, arguing that their 
localised distributions reflected an early tribal structure that was preserved by the 
Romans in their civitas-based administration (Allen 1960, 98). He identified two 
culturally distinct groups; with the Cantii, Atrebates, Catuvellauni and Trinovantes of 
the south-east termed Belgic, and the Durotriges, Dobunni, Brigantes, Coritani and Iceni 
to the north and west labelled non-Belgic (1944; see Tomlin and Hassall 2003 for the 
later readings Corieltauvi and Corieltavi). The coinages of the former were innovative, 
in later periods exhibiting complex denominational structures, inscriptions and 
Romanised designs, while those of the latter developed under the influence of their 
Belgic neighbours but showed little of the same variety and invention that was 
indicative of growing Roman influence (Allen 1944, 2-3). Allen later produced 
dedicated studies of many of these coinages (see bibliography). 
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In 1960 Allen reclassified the entire uninscribed series. The earliest coins he termed 
Gallo-Belgic A-F, arguing (as Brooke had done) that they were produced on the 
Continent and that their presence in Britain demonstrated the immigration of whole 
populations or elite groups from Belgic Gaul. He rejected Brooke’s low date for the 
earliest coinage (Gallo-Belgic A), instead dating the introduction of coins to the second 
century BC, so associating it with an earlier phase of Belgic settlement. The first 
derivative insular coinages he labelled British A-R, ordering them, as Evans had done, 
by degradation of design and weight standard. In stark contrast to the confidence with 
which he had attributed the inscribed coins to ‘tribes’, the neutral terminology applied 
to this coinage reflected Allen’s uncertainty about the socio-political structures 
responsible for their production. Furthermore, Allen thought that both the distributions 
of these coins and Caesar’s descriptions of Britain in 55/54 BC pointed to a more 
complex structure at this time (1944, 2). In explanation he proposed a period of rapid 
socio-political change and tribal genesis during the century before the Roman conquest. 
His approach to attribution produced the tribal map in figure 2.1. 
 
Figure 2.1: The application of tribal names to stylistic groupings within British 
Iron Age coinage by Allen (1944, 2).  
 22 
Allen’s greatest innovation, however, was to cast numismatic evidence into a more 
active role. While his predecessors had used historical sources to help identify coins, he 
used coins – and their changing distribution patterns – to write political histories that 
plugged gaps in the literary record: 
It is on evidence of this nature that we have to base the chronology and history of 
the British kings whose names are found on the coins. Distribution maps tell us 
something of the territories they ruled and of their commercial connexions, but for 
the rest of the story we have to depend on our interpretation of the coin types.  
(Allen 1944, 2) 
In this way, Allen constructed a history of the period between Caesar and Claudius that 
has filtered into popular understanding through its influence on both a new standard 
numismatic catalogue Mack (1953) and the introductory chapters of almost every work 
on Roman Britain written since the 1960s (see especially Frere 1967, 39-60 and Salway 
1981, 3-61). The final outcome of Allen’s work, the establishment of the Celtic Coin 
Index, is discussed below. 
By the time of Allen’s death in 1975, the invasion hypothesis had been abandoned. 
Although his interpretations relied heavily on this theory, Allen’s re-dating of the 
earliest coinage to the second century BC had disassociated the introduction of coinage 
from other social and cultural changes associated with the Belgic invasions of the first 
century BC. This served to insulate numismatics from the backlash experienced by 
many related fields of Iron Age research. However, new explanations were now 
required for the introduction of coinage. While Cunliffe (1978) stressed that internal 
developments could have led to the need for coinage, Kent (1978) suggested that 
payments made to British mercenaries for support against the Romans might be 
sufficient to explain the appearance of Gallo-Belgic coinage in Britain. Despite being 
based purely on analogy with the Mediterranean world, Kent’s explanation remained 
current for more than a decade until it was critiqued under growing evidence that some 
Gallo-Belgic coins may have been produced in Britain itself (Burnett 1995). The 
mercenary explanation is still favoured by Sills (2003a), whose die-study based 
approach has demonstrated that most Gallo-Belgic types were indeed stuck on the 
Continent. 
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2.3.2 Coinage and society 
The revolution within archaeology in the 1960s/70s (see above) resulted in a new 
generation of archaeologists whose interest in Iron Age numismatics was focussed on 
questions of the social and economic function of coinage in society rather than on the 
classification of types or the writing of political history. A greater emphasis was placed 
on the methodology of data collection and analysis and the suitability of the data for the 
purposes to which it had been employed. Collis (1971; 1981a) offered new theoretical 
models for understanding the role of coinage. By rejecting the assumed political 
structures underlying the production of coinage, Collis negated many of the traditional 
interpretations that had been placed on them. He suggested that the introduction and 
spread of coinage could be explained in the same way as other cultural characteristics; 
between people bonded by different social, commercial and political networks. As such, 
the patterns visible in coin distributions may not reflect but rather cross-cut political, 
social and economic boundaries. This important approach has been lost on many 
modern contributors who continue to directly infer political boundaries from coin 
distributions but has a strong influence on the approach adopted here (see chapter 3). 
Building on this work, Haselgrove sought to integrate better the use of numismatic 
evidence and other forms of archaeological data in order to reach an improved 
understanding of the processes of change that led to the introduction and spread of 
coinage. In line with the emphasis of new archaeology he was concerned by the biases 
within the sample and, as such, made the more complete sampled sources – excavated 
assemblages – the focus of his analysis. 
 
2.3.3 Recent classifications 
Alongside growing interest in the social and economic function of coinage, new 
catalogues and classifications have emerged. Mack’s The Coinage of Ancient Britain 
had provided the standard catalogue since 1953. Although heavily influenced by Allen, 
Mack had taken the process of tribal attribution much further, allocating almost all early 
uninscribed types to tribes. During the 1970s Simone Scheers produced a definitive 
catalogue of the coinages of Belgic Gaul (1977) that finally replaced la Tour (1892) as 
the main reference for coins of this region. It has retained this position, although the 
recent publication of Delestrée and Tache’s Nouvel Atlas de Monnaies Gauloises 
(volumes I-IV, 2002-8) has become a standard reference for Gaulish coins in general. 
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The late 80s saw two new attempts to classify British Iron Age coinage. The first, by 
Haselgrove, was hidden within the appendices of his 1987 thesis (and not illustrated) 
and therefore failed to achieve the recognition it deserved within the wider numismatic 
world. His chronological division of the coinage, which was fully developed in his later 
article in the Numismatic Chronicle (1993; see also 1999 revisions), has been rightly 
and almost universally acknowledged (see figure 2.2). 
Period I   
1 Mid/late C2 BC Earliest imported gold (G-B B and early A) 
2 Late C2 BC Imported gold (G-B A) and insular potin 
3 Early C1 BC Imported gold (G-B A and C) and insular potin 
Period II   
4 c. 80-60 BC Later imports (G-B C and D) and earliest insular gold  
5 c. 60-50 BC Last imported gold (G-B E) and insular gold (BRI Q & L) 
6 c. 50-20 BC Earliest struck AE, AR and first inscriptions (COMMIOS) 
Period III   
7 c. 20 BC-AD 10 Includes TASCIOVANOS, TINCOMARUS 
8 c. AD 10-40 Includes CUNOBELIN, EPPILLUS, VERICA 
9 c. AD 30-45 Includes EPATICCUS, CARA (overlaps with phase 8) 
Figure 2.2: Phasing of British Iron Age coinage (after Haselgrove 1993). 
The second re-classification (Van Arsdell 1989), conceived of as the successor to Mack, 
reflected the huge increase in the number of known types and specimens that had 
resulted from the rise of metal detecting during the 1970s and 80s. Sadly it was this and 
not Haselgrove’s classification that was adopted as the industry standard. While its 
appeal to collectors and detectorists is understandable, its adoption as the academic 
standard (structuring the CCI and appearing in Cunliffe’s Iron Age Communities in 
Britain) is more surprising. In the preface to Van Arsdell, Cunliffe described the 
catalogue as ‘a well-ordered, well-dated series from which the clutter of old 
preconceptions has been totally stripped’ (1989, ix). In fact, it has done more to 
perpetuate misconceptions about the British Iron Age than any other work. As a result 
of this work, descriptions such as ‘an issue of Anted, ruler of the Dobunni, c. 10 BC-AD 
10’ appear in books, archaeological reports and museum displays, ignoring the 
uncertainties surrounding the interpretation of coin legends, archaeological dating and 
the socio-political structures of Iron Age societies. The absurdly precise dating and the 
over-confident tribal attributions (now extended to all types) have been rightly criticised 
(Kent 1990; Burnett 1989). The ordering of types in many of the series is equally 
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flawed (see chapters 4 and 5). Van Arsdell’s confident tribal attributions gave rise to the 
construction of simplified tribal maps (see figure 2.3, from de Jersey 1996). 
 
Figure 2.3: Simplified tribal map based on classifications of Van Arsdell 1989 
(after de Jersey 1996). 
Hobbs’ publication of the British Museum’s collection (1996) employed a very different 
system of classification and chronology. Drawing heavily on Allen’s classification and 
the chronological scheme proposed by Haselgrove, his catalogue offered a more 
cautious and sensible structure of the material. Although a better assessment of the state 
of knowledge about the various types, Hobbs’ catalogue was rightly criticised for its 
decision to exclude Allen’s Gallo-Belgic series (despite growing evidence that some 
types were produced in Britain; see Burnett 1995) and its less than clear geographical 
terminology. Hobbs’ decision not to reference coin types not in the BM collection 
(compare Allen 1987; 1990; 1995), meant that this work could not function as a 
typology as well as a catalogue. 
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The latest contribution to classification is Ancient British Coinage (Cottam et al 2010). 
This comprehensive typology is intended to have universal appeal, serving collector and 
academic markets, although its colourful format and language suggests it is pitched 
primarily at the collector. Nonetheless, it goes some way towards bridging the gap 
between the approaches of Haselgrove and Van Arsdell. Both geographical and tribal 
nomenclatures are used, coins are dated to broad phases only (essentially following 
Haselgrove 1993) and some types with distributions that do not fit with the civitas 
structure described by Ptolemy are allowed to sit outside of the main tribal/regional 
series (see chapter 3, figure 3.1). The overwhelming desire of this work’s principal 
author to ascribe coins to tribal authorities (such as the rare coins inscribed CRAB to 
the ‘Vectuarii’; see 2010, 77) and to identify the full names of the individuals named in 
coin legends, in the face of a lack of evidence, will undoubtedly prove to be to the 
detriment of the work in the long-term. It is, however, an indispensable work and 
‘ABC’ numbers have been adopted throughout this thesis. 
 
2.3.4 New approaches 
Since the 1990s there have been a number of advances in the ways Iron Age coins have 
been interpreted. John Creighton’s Coins and Power in Late Iron Age Britain (2000) 
addressed the significance of coin imagery for the first time since Allen (1958). 
Creighton suggested that the invasions of Caesar formed a pivotal moment in southern 
Britain and that this was reflected in the development of its coinage. While early 
uninscribed coins are characterised by conservative designs (some of which, he argues, 
may have been derived from trance experiences), revealing something of the 
perceptions and religious preoccupations of middle and late Iron Age society, later types 
revealed the influence of specific classical designs, writing and certain inscriptional 
formulae borrowed from the Augustan coinage. As such the coinage of late Iron Age 
Britain reflected the desire of British rulers to emulate Augustus following periods as 
political hostages in Rome (see above).  
One problem with Creighton’s hypothesis stems from its focus on the ‘southern 
kingdom’, providing models that may not be applicable to the more northerly territories 
of Cunobelin, which clearly played a prominent role in the events leading up to the 
Roman conquest. Hill (2004) criticised the over-emphasis placed on the client-king 
model, which undermined Creighton’s main achievement in highlighting a number of 
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fundamental changes to coinage – the introduction of new alloys, metals, colours, 
designs and writing – the significance of which is commonly overlooked. Hill suggests 
that these changes reveal a shift in the language of the British elite and an expression of 
difference from their predecessors. Williams, discussing the use of writing on coins 
(2001) and imagery (2005a) has offered a similar argument, suggesting that coinage 
reveals the manipulation of aspects of Roman culture, which served new purposes in 
locally specific social contexts. 
 
2.3.5 The function of coinage 
The different approaches to the function of coinage in the ancient world have been 
summarised neatly in a recent article by Joris Aarts (2005). The earliest approaches 
were essentially ‘modernist’; seeing ancient coins as fulfilling the same basic roles as in 
the contemporary societies of their authors (Aarts 2005, 2-3). In modern economic 
theory money is usually ascribed three clear functions, serving as a medium of 
exchange, a store of value and a unit of account (Lipsey and Chrystal 2007, 444). The 
first of these is usually seen as the most significant function and the reason for 
producing coinage. In British Iron Age numismatics examples of the ‘modernist’ 
approach can be found in the early work of Allen (1944; 1960), in Mack’s The Coinage 
of Ancient Britain (1953) and, more recently, Van Arsdell (1989; 1992; 1994). These 
authors see coins as serving a primary function in market exchange and trade. 
While the facilitation of trade in the market place is considered the main reason for 
striking coins in most modern societies, ‘substantivist’ approaches to economic history 
recognise that this was not always the case in non-western and pre-modern societies. 
The exchange of goods and services was governed not by a desire to maximise utility or 
profit, but by social processes including reciprocity and redistribution (Polanyi 1957). 
Reciprocity refers to gift-giving usually between individuals of different social groups 
in order to establish or maintain social relationships; redistribution to the process by 
which commodities are allocated to individuals within a social group (such as family, 
kinship, tribal), usually on the basis of status. Ethnographic studies suggest that when 
externally produced coins were adopted in such societies, they could acquire a limited 
or ‘special-purpose’ function, perhaps being confined to negotiations with external 
groups (see Dalton 1967 on the impact of Colonial coinage in the Belgian Congo), 
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while subsequent native products may also fall short of serving as a ‘general-purpose 
money’. 
As such, the medium of exchange function, emphasised in modern definitions of money, 
is considered misleading in the context of ancient societies where economic activity is 
‘embedded’ within social practices. For this reason, Polanyi (1957) advocated a 
definition of money that stressed its role as a means of payment; emphasising its role in 
the discharge of political, religious and social obligations (including gift exchange, 
payment of tributes, fines, compensations, ritual offerings and bride wealth). While the 
function of money as a means of payment is in many ways identical to its role as a 
medium of exchange (a votive offering is an exchange of money for the protection of a 
deity), this distinction serves to emphasise the role of coins in processes motivated by 
belief systems and the reproduction of social and cosmic order rather than market 
exchange and profit.  
The influence of substantivist theories on Iron Age numismatics can be seen in the 
‘special-purpose’ functions ascribed to gold coins by Collis (1971) and Allen (1976a), 
ideas further developed in articles by Haselgrove (1979) and Hodder (1979). In order to 
fully understand the role of coinage Haselgrove (1987) approached the question of 
function from his study of the different archaeological contexts of coins of different 
metals. Gold coins, he observed, were often found individually or as hoards at locations 
with no clear evidence of settlement activity nearby (1987, 113 ff.). Silver was often 
found at major sites, especially those with ritual functions and bronze, where it was 
issued, at settlement sites (1987, 113; 130). The link between bronze coinage and 
settlements, however, was not seen as an indication that they were produced to enable 
trade (contra Collis 1971), but as a method of making the small payments necessary in 
the newly established proto-urban contexts (Nash 1987, 51 ff.). With the exception of 
Gruel (1989) and Delestrée (1996), the impact of such approaches was less immediate 
in French numismatics.  
Most recently, cultural-economic approaches to the function of coinage have gained 
ground, impacting both Greek numismatics (Kurke 1999; Seaford 2004) and Iron Age 
numismatics (Haselgrove 1987; Roymans 1990). Aarts (2005) has applied a similar 
approach to his discussion of money in the Roman world. These perspectives (heavily 
influenced by Parry and Bloch 1989) argue that the meaning of money is culturally 
specific. Coins can mean different things in different cultures and different things 
within the same culture, being used within short-term exchange, often for the benefit of 
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the individual, and longer-term exchange aimed at the reproduction of social order 
(Parry and Bloch 1989, 22-3; Aarts 2005, 12-3). Aarts (2005, 25) illustrates this using 
the example of Iron Age AVAVCIA bronzes. As large numbers are found in early 
Roman forts, it stands to reason that they were used, together with Roman bronze, in 
short-term monetary exchanges. At the same time the fact that they formed almost half 
of the Iron Age and Roman coins from the Batavian sanctuary site at Empel (Roymans 
and Aarts 2005), suggests that they were used in long-term exchange cycles. 
These arguments can be linked to ideas of the lifecycles of coins (see Kemmers and 
Myrberg 2011 and chapter 6). The recent publication of Iron Age Coinage and Ritual 
Practices (the collected papers of a one-day colloquium in 2000) edited by Haselgrove 
and Wigg-Wolf (2005), stressed the role of coinage in ritual. The contribution of 
Curteis, for example, argued that a large proportion of Iron Age coins ended up in ritual 
contexts of conquest and post-conquest date (2005, 207-25; see also Haselgrove 1987). 
It is clear, however, that ritual uses are usually determined from archaeological context 
and relate to the ‘afterlife’ of a coin or the final stage in its lifecycle (Kemmers and 
Myrberg 2011, 89-90). Ritual deposition does not preclude a coin having been struck 
for a different purpose or having fulfilled other roles during its ‘lifetime’. It should be 
pointed out that aspects of coin design support the idea that coins could have served a 
primary ritual function (Williams 2005a; Creighton 2000; 2005), while the contexts in 
which coins of particular metals and types are found (sometimes exclusively) also 
support the idea of a primary ritual function (de Jersey 2003; Delestre 2005, 321-326). 
Also of relevance to this idea is the observed lack of wear on many votive deposits 
(such as those at Hallaton, Leins 2007a), perhaps suggesting that they did not circulate 
but moved straight from the ‘mint’ to the ritual site. It is clear that any discussion must 
recognize that the functions of coinage were specific to its social context and could have 
changed during the lifecycle of the coin. 
 
2.4 The Dataset 
This thesis employs a database of 32,866 provenanced Iron Age coins. It has been 
developed from, and remains closely linked to, the online database of the Celtic Coin 
Index, which is hosted by the Portable Antiquities Scheme at www.finds.org.uk/CCI. 
The following section outlines the development of these databases and their relationship 
to the present research agenda.
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2.4.1 The Celtic Coin Index (CCI) 
The CCI was founded by Derek Allen and Sheppard Frere in 1961 as an inventory of 
British Iron Age coins, including those with and without recorded findspots held in 
public and private collections. Continental types were included, but usually only when 
they had a demonstrated British provenance. The rise of metal-detecting in the 1970s 
resulted in an increase in the number of new finds, which gradually exceeded the 
capacity to record them. During the 1980s, under the auspices of Barry Cunliffe at the 
Institute of Archaeology at Oxford University, the CCI was updated by research 
assistants, while funding was also obtained to enable its computerisation. This was 
completed by Philip de Jersey, who maintained the original card index and new Ingres 
database between 1992 and 2004. By 2004 the CCI included records of 37,925 coins 
(23,623 of which had provenances). Since its funding expired in December 2004, the 
card index has been regularly augmented by John Sills.  
 
2.4.2 The Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) 
The PAS was set up in 1997 to encourage the voluntary recording of archaeological 
objects that fell outside the definition of Treasure under the new Treasure Act (1996). 
Thus, its remit includes single finds of Iron Age gold and silver coinage and groups of 
less than ten base metal coins. The extended reach provided by the PAS’ national 
network of Finds Liaison Officers (FLOs), who cover the whole of England and Wales, 
has added a new dimension to the recording of Iron Age coins. While material added to 
its online database (www.finds.org.uk) was often forwarded to the CCI by individual 
FLOs, there was no comprehensive mechanism for data transfer or reciprocal 
agreement.  
In 2004, the present author (then PAS Finds Advisor for Iron Age and Roman Coins) 
began looking at ways of improving the exchange of PAS and CCI data. At this time the 
most up-to-date CCI data was available only to users of the card index or the offline 
Ingres database in Oxford. In 2005, the PAS began a collaborative project with the 
Institute of Archaeology at Oxford University and the British Museum to provide a 
web-based version of the CCI capable of exchanging data easily with the PAS. This was 
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planned and built by Daniel Pett (ICT advisor, PAS) and the present author, in 
consultation with Philip de Jersey and Barry Cunliffe. 
 
2.4.3 Dataset of the present study 
The development of the online CCI is ongoing. Some improvements were immediate, 
such as the expansion of abbreviated information (including metals, denominations and 
tribal attributions) for the benefit of public users, or the facility to plot distributions 
through Google Earth and export data as CSV, XML or JSON files. Following PAS 
policy, different levels of access were also introduced that allowed unregistered users to 
view findspot information at a lower resolution than registered researchers.  
Other changes were less straightforward and have become intimately bound up with the 
aims of this thesis. The author felt, for example, that it should be possible to analyse 
numismatic data in as many ways as possible; from spatial and chronological, as well as 
traditional typological perspectives. This functionality required improvements to the 
original dataset, as none of the CCI records included any chronological information and 
many findspots lacked precise spatial references. Many of the changes to the spatial data 
have already been completed on the online CCI, but other improvements to spatial and 
chronological aspects of the data have been developed on the author’s standalone 
database. This database is a test environment for future improvements to the publicly 
accessible online CCI and the source of all of the analysis presented here. A copy of this 
database, henceforth referred to as the IIACF (Inventory of Iron Age Coin finds), is 
included on a CD-ROM.  
 
2.4.4 Improvements A: new data 
The IIACF includes an additional 1,809 provenanced coins which were recorded on 
index cards in Oxford between 2005 and 2007 but unfortunately not passed on in digital 
form for inclusion in the online CCI. Many of these were new PAS finds reported in the 
period 2004-07. Around 1,500 older coin records on the PAS database, mainly finds 
recorded between 1997 and 2004, have not been added into the online CCI or the IIACF 
for the present, to avoid duplication. It can be assumed, however, that many are already 
included in the CCI and IIACF datasets, having been forwarded to Philip de Jersey in 
Oxford by the finder or FLO prior to 2004. The complete integration of the two datasets 
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will take many months as each PAS coin must be checked individually against the CCI 
card index. This work is ongoing but requires extended access to the card index in 
Oxford and would have delayed the production of this thesis. The IIACF includes finds 
recorded up until the end of 2007. The sources of the data in the IIACF are summarised 
in figure 2.4. 
 
2.4.5 Improvements B: hoards 
Coin hoards were traditionally recorded at the British Museum under the common law 
of Treasure Trove and this has continued since the introduction of the Treasure Act 
(1996) in 1997. In recent decades, however, the transmission of records on new hoards 
to the CCI has been sporadic due to the increased volume of material now reported. Key 
assemblages have been added to the IIACF, including 1,490 coins from near Pershore 
(Worcestershire) and 4,949 from Hallaton (Leicestershire).  
Source of data IIACF code Number of Coins 
Celtic Coin Index, online CCIo 18,556 
Celtic Coin Index, card index CCIc 1,809 
Hoard data, British Museum IL 6,491 
East Anglian data, John Talbot JT 6,010 
Total  32,866 
Figure 2.4: Sources of data in the IIACF. 
 
2.4.6 Improvements C: East Anglia 
Data for the coinage of East Anglian has not been taken from the CCI, but from the 
database of John Talbot, to whom I am deeply indebted. His database includes 6,037 
provenanced coins, fewer than 4,500 of which appear on the CCI. In addition to 
increasing the number of findspots he has corrected many confused provenances and 
added key typological and chronological information. NGRs were added to his findspot 
information before it was inserted into the IIACF and his chronology has been adapted 
for reasons of consistency (see E: chronology below). 
 
2.4.7 Improvements D: new types 
The online CCI uses the classification of Van Arsdell (1989); meaning that all coins are 
labelled with either a VA number or as a ‘new type’. As 444 ‘new types’, comprising 
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several thousand individual coins, have been identified since 1989, this vital body of 
data is ignored by any analyses based on the VA typology (e.g. by the online CCI at 
present). The new Ancient British Coinage catalogue (Cottam et al 2010) was still in 
preparation when the IIACF was constructed, but the authors generously provided an 
early draft, which was used to structure the new type data. ‘ABC’ numbers have been 
added to the IIACF, but the attributions do not always reflect those in the new 
catalogue. 
 
2.4.8 Improvements E: chronology 
In the past no attempt was made to date coins on the CCI, mainly due to the lack of 
agreement on the precise chronology of the development of Iron Age coinage in Britain. 
Whilst the structure and attributions of the CCI are those of Van Arsdell (1989), the 
index avoided including his dating which was the subject of intense and justified 
criticism by Burnett (1989) and Kent (1990). The present thesis, however, emphasises 
the problems that have resulted from analysing numismatic data without regard for the 
chronological diversity of its constituent parts (see chapter 3, see also Leins 2008, 103-
4).  
As a result, almost all of the 32,886 coins in the IIACF have been allocated to a broad 
phase. In the south-east, coins are allocated to the phases developed by Haselgrove 
(1987; 1993; see 1999 for revisions). Given the scale of this undertaking, no attempt 
was made to systematically re-evaluate these periods or to question the dating of every 
individual type within this structure. While my dating of some issues may be criticised 
by those that have studied them in detail, such problems are considered of marginal 
significance to the validity of the thesis, which is concerned mainly with the new 
perspective gained by a macro-scale distribution study that is rendered possible by such 
a large and unique dataset. In most cases it is the general patterns rather than precise 
detail that are significant. I believe that the benefits of this approach are clear from the 
results. Wherever possible any uncertainty over the chronology of a particular series and 
its impact on the resulting interpretation has been made clear. 
My chronology for the East Anglian coin series is adapted from that constructed by 
John Talbot on the basis of his exhaustive die-study of more than seven thousand coins 
(Talbot pers. comm.; summarised in Talbot and Leins 2010, 4). For the Western and 
North Eastern series my own chronologies are used (see chapter 4, figure 4.68 and 
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chapter 5, figure 5.3). The details of these chronological schemes and the attribution of 
individual types to them are also summarised in Appendix A. 
 
2.4.9 Improvements F: findspots and archaeological contexts 
As this thesis is essentially a study of the insight into coinage and society gained from 
analysing coin distributions, findspot information is of central significance. The original 
CCI dataset contained a substantial number of inaccurate findspots, mostly the result of 
simple recording errors, including the use of incorrect alphabetical NGR prefixes or the 
reversal of eastings and northings. Although it was not possible to individually check 
each of the 32,866 grid references, such errors are usually easy to spot, producing 
findspots which appear in the sea or in the wrong parish or county when plotted using 
GIS. Hundreds of recording errors were identified and corrected during an intensive 
data-cleansing process and it is unlikely that more than a handful remain undetected 
within the dataset. Additional inaccuracies result from accidental misreporting of 
provenance (for example where a finder confuses the time and place of discovery) and 
deliberate deception. The most common forms of deception involve the incorrect 
attribution of a find to a known productive site and attempts to conceal activity on 
scheduled monuments or land where the finder did not have permission to metal detect. 
A more significant problem, however, stems from the lack of precision in the reporting 
of findspot information, which is exposed when data is analysed using GIS software. 
The majority of coins (48.52%, see figure 2.5) are metal detector finds, many of which 
are recorded with a parish only provenance. This means, for example, that three coins 
reported as coming from ‘Watford’, but actually found at three separate locations, each 
a mile or so from the next, will be ascribed the same four figure parish-centred NGR of 
TQ1097. In GIS these coins will appear to represent a single ‘site assemblage’. 
Conversely, two coins found at the same Watford location, say TQ103973, can appear 
to come from different locations if one is reported with its specific NGR and the other 
as ‘found in Watford’ (and hence allocated an NGR of TQ1097).  
Such inaccuracies mean that different assemblages can become merged and confused 
within the database and any analysis. Working on a localised study, these problems are 
fairly easy to correct, but when dealing with a national overview and a dataset of more 
than 32,000 coins it is impossible to remedy each problem in turn. Although the dangers 
of conflating discrete sites are understood, these problems are treated as being of 
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minimal importance to the present thesis, which is concerned with the identification of 
broad geographical and chronological patterns and their significance. When dealing 
with more in depth analysis (especially chapter 5), greater care has been taken to 
distinguish between actual and dataset-identified ‘sites’. It is argued here that the results 
of the macro-scale GIS distribution analysis justify the use of the dataset despite its 
present limitations, which should not be allowed to diminish the scope of the thesis. 
Source Hoard Non-hoard Total % 
Metal detector 3,833 8,863 12,696 48.52 
Excavated 6,948 2,622 9,570 36.58 
Unknown/unrecorded 1,860 1,797 3,657 13.98 
Post Excavation Find 92 114 206 0.79 
Field walking – 30 30 0.11 
Casual find – 5 5 0.02 
Figure 2.5: Method of recovery of coins in IIACF (East Anglia excluded as this 
information had been removed from John Talbot’s dataset). 
New records of coins recovered under archaeological conditions, such as those from the 
Hallaton ritual site, carry information about a coin’s precise archaeological context, 
allowing a greater understanding of the divisions and structure of larger assemblages or 
multiple hoard sites. In most cases, however, this information is not available from the 
digital record. As such, it is difficult to separate coins excavated from two distinct 
contexts within a single site. Although it is possible to return to original excavation 
reports and other archives and piece this information together, this is not possible when 
attempting to work with a national scale dataset of over 32,000 coins. Inaccuracies in 
the recording of spatial data in digital records is one of the main constraints on the use 
of the dataset and one that lies behind this thesis’ focus on macro-scale distribution 
analysis. 
 
2.4.10 Software 
The IIACF was created on Microsoft Access 2002 and converted into Excel 2002 for 
ease of use with GIS software. ESRI ArchGIS 9.1 and 9.2 were used for all analysis. 
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Chapter 3. The Meaning of Coin Distributions 
 
Coin distribution maps have asserted considerable influence on approaches to the late 
Iron Age, allowing broad group affiliations and identities, political domains and other 
trends identified from numismatic analyses to be delimited in space and time. It is the 
opinion of the author, however, that there has been insufficient recognition of the 
distorting effect that some distribution maps have on narratives of late Iron Age Britain. 
The discussion in chapter 2 emphasised theoretical problems with both the identification 
and interpretation of patterns in the material culture record and the application of 
Roman period sources to the Iron Age and their subsequent use in the interpretation of 
numismatic data. The coin distribution map has changed little in 150 years, with most 
maps displaying either the coinages of an individual ruler or group of coinage selected 
according to accepted typologies. While the corpus of Iron Age coinage, and the range 
of known types, has increased exponentially in the last forty years, the basic categories 
through which coins are studied and analysed have remained largely unchanged. 
Limitations imposed by our inherited numismatic classifications and assumptions about 
the nature of coin production or the structure of Iron Age society will be shown to have 
led to circular arguments and prevented the identification of potentially significant 
patterns. This chapter offers a deconstruction of the distribution map, identifies a 
number of significant new patterns, and offers an approach to their interpretation that is 
further developed in chapters 4-6. 
 
3.1 Background: regional coinages and classification 
Although the development of Iron Age studies and the corresponding evolution of 
numismatic typologies is described in detail in the preceding chapter, it is relevant to 
reiterate a few of the key features of our classification systems at this point as their 
influence is central to the construction and interpretation of coin distribution maps.  
It is generally acknowledged that the earliest coinages to circulate in Britain were Gallo-
Belgic gold types derived from staters of Philip II of Macedon (e.g. Allen 1960; Sills 
2003a). While insular production cannot be entirely discounted (see Burnett 1995 and 
Williams et al 2007 for discussion of two dies found in Hampshire), it is clear that most 
Gallo-Belgic issues were struck on the Continent and imported into Britain from the 
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second century BC (see Sills 2003a). Cast base-metal potin coinages were produced in 
Kent from this time, but their use appears to have been more or less confined to sites 
along the north and north-east coasts of the county. Imported gold was used in the wider 
Thames region and along the south coast. Insular gold production began in c. 100/80 
BC. Subsequent coinages, struck from about 60 BC onwards, as coin-use spread beyond 
the Thames and south coast area, are characterised by regional stylistic diversity. During 
the period c. 50-20 BC most areas began to strike in silver and, in Kent and the area to 
the north of the River Thames, potin disappeared and struck bronze coins were 
introduced. 
Evans 
(1864) 
Allen 
(1960) 
Haselgrove 
(1987) 
Van Arsdell 
(1989) 
Hobbs 
(1996) 
Cottam et al 
(2010) 
Uninscribed 
Uninscribed — — Early 
uninscribed 
— 
Durotriges South 
Western 
Durotriges South Western Durotriges 
Western Dobunni Western Dobunni Western Dobunni 
East 
Wiltshire 
South 
Eastern 
Atrebates Southern Atrebates Southern Atrebates 
‘Vectuarii’ 
‘Regini’ 
Belgae 
Berkshire 
Kentish Cantii South 
Eastern 
Cantii South Eastern ‘Cantiaci’ 
Central Trinovantes Eastern Trinovantes Northern Catuvellauni 
Trinovantes 
Eastern Iceni East Anglia Iceni East Anglia Iceni 
Yorkshire ‘Coritani’ North 
Eastern 
‘Corieltauvi’ North Eastern Corieltavi 
Figure 3.1: Structure of major numismatic typologies (updated from Leins 2008). 
Note the terms used in this thesis are highlighted. 
All typologies of British Iron Age coinage, therefore, make a distinction between 
imported and insular products. The latter are usually divided into seven regional stylistic 
groups; those to the north and south of the River Thames, in the East and West 
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Midlands, East Anglia, Kent and around Dorset and the Isle of Wight (see figure 3.1). 
While distribution maps regularly show the coinages of individual rulers (see, for 
example, Cunliffe 2005, 160, figure 7.9), it is these regional groupings that are most 
frequently reproduced and underpin all general syntheses of late Iron Age and early 
Romano-British society (e.g. Salway 1970; Frere 1987; Millett 1990, 14; Cunliffe 2005, 
160 ff.; Mattingly 2006, 55). 
 
3.1.1 Regional coinages, tribal attributions 
Sir John Evans recognised that these regional stylistic groupings could reflect early 
‘tribal’ divisions in Britain, but felt it imprudent to relate specific numismatic series to 
civitas names that were usually attested only in the epigraphic and textual evidence of 
the post-conquest period (Evans 1864, 36 ff.). Although his neutral geographical 
terminology was adopted and adapted in the later typologies of Haselgrove (1987) and 
Hobbs (1996), others have considered the retro-projection of Roman civitas names into 
the pre-Roman period a less problematic venture. Derek Allen argued that the 
distributions of later regional coinages neatly reflected the civitas structure described by 
Ptolemy in the mid second century AD (Allen 1944, 2 ff., 1960, 98), meaning that 
Western coinage, for example, should be ascribed to the Dobunni and East Anglian 
coinage to the Iceni (see also Allen 1961; 1963; 1970). The earliest uninscribed types 
were excluded from this process, allowing the ambiguity of their distributions to reflect 
socio-political change in the mid first century BC. Question marks added to Allen’s 
tribal map (chapter 2, figure 2.1) suggested a complex and uncertain relationship 
between coin issue and tribal authority, while an important footnote stated: 
Some of the groups described as ‘tribes’ were no doubt loose confederacies of 
smaller tribal units, some of whose names, recorded in Caesar, do not appear 
thereafter.  
(Allen 1944, 2) 
Despite this, the legacy of Allen’s tribal model has been the conviction that Iron Age 
coins, or at least those struck after about 50/40 BC, were struck by a set of coherent 
tribal authorities, all of which survived the Roman conquest to be preserved in the 
administrative structure of the new province.  
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Although some numismatists have chosen to avoid tribal attributions, others have 
become increasingly comfortable with the attribution process (Mack 1953). The 
influential classification of Van Arsdell (1989) assigned all coins, including many 
hundreds of new types that had come to light during the 1970s and 80s, to a simplified 
tribal map (see chapter 2, figure 2.3). The earliest uninscribed coins were also attributed 
to one or other of the tribes on a ‘best-fit’ basis, meaning that the distribution of a 
particular type was compared to those of the later tribal issues. This methodology 
attached greater significance to distributional similarity than stylistic affinities and 
resulted in early coins being separated from one another on the grounds that they 
appeared to have circulated in different areas, despite their close stylistic links. This 
point is discussed in more detail below (see also chapter 4). Inherent in, and perpetuated 
by this approach is a belief that the ‘tribal structure’ of Britain is unlikely to have 
changed substantially between the middle Iron Age and the Roman period, a view that 
has been explicitly stated recently by other numismatists (e.g. Rudd 2006a, 147-8). 
 
3.1.2 The significance of tribes 
Recent trends in archaeology have cast doubt on the significance of tribes in late Iron 
Age society, demonstrating that the majority of social interaction took place at a highly 
localised level and not over tribal areas equivalent in size to several modern counties. 
The emergence of large hierarchical polities and ‘kingdoms’ has been seen to be 
peculiar to the south-east, with changes to coinage and settlement patterns suggesting 
that this process began only in the last quarter of the first century BC (Hill 2007; see 
Moore 2006 and Papworth 2008 for regional studies). Similar changes cannot be 
identified beyond south-eastern England, where the evidence of kingship, hierarchical 
societies and social demarcation is either limited or non-existent. The wider significance 
of tribal identities and the identification of tribal territories in Iron Age Britain rests 
upon two strands of evidence, one historical the other archaeological.  
A comparison of the list of Roman administrative civitates compiled by Ptolemy in 
about AD 150, with Caesar’s account of his invasions in 55/54 BC, provides evidence 
of direct continuity. The Trinovantes feature in both sources, meaning that the Roman 
civitas was based on a socio-political unit of pre-Roman formation. Additionally, 
Caesar’s Cenimagni are perhaps synonymous with the later Iceni (chapter 2). Even if 
some or all Romano-British civitates could trace their roots back to the Iron Age, 
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however, it does not follow that, conversely, all of the socio-political or tribal groups of 
the late Iron Age necessarily survived to be preserved in the Roman administrative 
structure. Indeed, such reasoning involves the selective use of the historical sources. 
After all, Caesar records the names of other probable civitates, which have been 
marginalised or ignored because they do not appear in Ptolemy, meaning that we have 
no indication of their geographical extents and no way of comparing them to coin 
distributions (see chapter 2). The brief analysis of the pre- and post-conquest civitas 
structure of Gaul in the previous chapter revealed a clear reduction in the number of 
civitates under Roman rule. 
The second reason why scholars have long believed that Ptolemy’s political geography 
is applicable to the Iron Age stems from observed continuities of Iron Age material 
culture, including ceramics and especially coinage. Although this involves the now 
discredited process of using material culture to map ethnic differences (see especially 
Hodder 1982; Jones 1997), the identification of tribal boundaries and identities are 
rarely questioned (for exceptions see Moore 2006; Papworth 2008; Leins 2008). Tribal 
names survive in the vernacular of archaeologists and continue to flourish in 
numismatics and other specialist fields. In part this is because they are convenient and 
less cumbersome than geographical terminologies. Others have confessed to an 
‘emotional attachment’ (Rudd 2006a, 145). More fundamentally, however, tribal names 
persist due to the lack of an alternative explanation of the observed regional-stylistic 
continuities within the archaeological data. How can we explain the stylistic continuity 
of coinage across the north-east Midlands if it is not indicative of a ‘Corieltavian’ tribal 
identity?  
The approach adopted in this chapter and the next is to question whether the regional 
stylistic patterns are as clear-cut as is usually assumed. Do our regional typologies 
obscure significant chronological and spatial variation and lead us to ignore smaller or 
larger scale patterns? It is also asked whether there are ways to explain continuities of 
style without reference to ethnic, social or political identities. In short; can the 
numismatic evidence support alternative models of late Iron Age societies, perhaps 
revealing a more complex, diverse and dynamic late Iron Age social structure? 
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3.2 Deconstructing regional stylistic coinages  
The processes of classification and tribal attribution predetermine the significance of 
links between an individual coin type and the rest of British Iron Age coinage. By way 
of illustration, the silver unit in figure 3.2 was struck in about 40 BC and, judging by the 
location of its findspots, circulated in Lincolnshire. Our classifications identify this 
early ‘boar-horse’ unit as the first ‘North Eastern’ or ‘Corieltavian’ silver coinage, 
associating it with contemporary, but stylistically different gold coins from the same 
area (ABC 1737 ff.), and later silver types of similar styles apparently produced in a 
similar area in the later first century BC and early first century AD. Whilst the broadly 
contemporary ‘Bury A’ shown in figure 3.3 features very different obverse iconography, 
it has an almost identical reverse. The style of the horse, the distinctive zigzag patterned 
mane and matching peripheral motifs should be noted. ‘Bury A’, however, appears to 
have circulated some distance away in Norfolk. Again, this is linked to contemporary 
but stylistically distinct gold (ABC 1393) found in the same geographical area and to 
later silver to form a separate ‘East Anglian’ or ‘Icenian’ tradition. 
 
 
 
Figure 3.2: North Eastern “boar 
horse” (ABC 1779 = VA 855-3). 
 Figure 3.3: East Anglian “Bury A” 
(ABC 1495 = VA 80). 
 
 
 
Figure 3.4: North Eastern 
“Lincolnshire Wolf” (ABC 1788 = 
BMC 3205). 
 Figure 3.5: East Anglian “Norfolk 
Wolf” (ABC 1399 = VA 610-3). 
 
This is not the only iconographic link between the early North Eastern and East Anglian 
coinage series. The ‘boar-horse’ combination on the earliest North Eastern silver also 
appears on East Anglian coins that post-date ‘Bury A’ (cf. ABC 1570 ff.). Viewed in 
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isolation this can be seen as a coincidence explained by the fact that both may have 
copied the same prototype (often thought to be the Roman denarius type RRC 407/1 
issued by C. Hosidius Geta in 68 BC). In reality, however, there is a reasonable body of 
evidence of a shared aesthetic or iconographic repertoire, perhaps suggesting close 
cooperation in this period. The striking similarity between the obverse of the North 
Eastern ‘Lincolnshire Wolf’ silver unit (figure 3.4) and the reverse of the East Anglian 
‘Norfolk Wolf’ gold stater (figure 3.5) cannot be ignored.  
 
Figure 3.6: The distribution of early North Eastern ‘boar/horse’ and East 
Anglian ‘Bury A’ types. 
As figure 3.6 demonstrates, the distributions of the ‘boar-horse’ and ‘Bury A’ are more 
or less mutually exclusive, being separated by the Wash and the Cambridgeshire Fens. 
There is no suggestion that these coinages were intended to be interchangeable, 
facilitating trade or exchange between the two areas. Their respective attributions to the 
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North Eastern and East Anglian series appear sound. It should be noted, however, that 
neither distribution is identical to those of the overall regional series to which they are 
ascribed. The ‘boar-horse’ type appears to have been used only at locations to the east 
of the distribution of North Eastern coinage; mainly along the Lincolnshire Wolds and 
the edge of the Fens. ‘Bury A’ is rarely found in the north, north-east and south-west of 
East Anglia. 
These coinages seem to have circulated within parts of the areas later characterised by 
North Eastern and East Anglian coinage. Both exhibit links to the later coinages that 
were derived from them (reflected in our typologies), but they also attest contacts 
between the two areas. The regular movement of coins between communities on both 
sides of the Fens, and the copying of their designs is possible. In some cases, however, 
the movement of the craftsmen themselves is more likely given the stylistic affinities of 
the coinages and the clear distributional differences. Potentially significant features of 
the early coinages of this area, such as the limitations of their distributions, possible 
shared iconography and the reliance of diverse communities on the same sources of 
craftsmanship, are usually lost or undermined once each coinage has been subsumed 
into its regional-stylistic or tribal series.  
 
3.2.1 Circularity and reification  
Each regional-stylistic coin series is defined by similarly styled coins that are found in a 
similar area. When a new coin type of comparable style is found on the margins of, or 
beyond this area, it can serve to extend the recognised distribution area of the series. 
The discovery of coins with very different stylistic traits, within the distribution area, 
can broaden the stylistic criteria that define the regional series. Over time the integrity 
of the group can be eroded to a point where it obscures a diverse range of material. 
Without continual reappraisal, regional-stylistic groups risk becoming self-replicating 
categories, which introduce circularity into the attribution process. 
Whether a new coin type is comprised of a single isolated metal-detector find or thirty 
specimens in a hoard, there are usually no more than one or two unique findspots 
known at the time of its identification, classification and publication. Once allocated to 
a regional or tribal series, it is usually subsumed within a ‘gross-plot’ of this series. 
Potential differences between the distribution of the type and the overall series, which 
are often accentuated only after the discovery of further specimens, are very easily 
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overlooked (Leins 2008, 102). In reality, there have been relatively few recent and in-
depth studies of entire regional or tribal coinages that would allow such differences to 
be identified. John Talbot’s ongoing work on East Anglian coinage (e.g. Talbot 2006) is 
a notable exception, whilst Chris Rudd’s work on early Southern coinages has 
highlighted the spatial and stylistic diversity of the early gold and silver traditionally 
classified together as Southern or Atrebatic (Rudd 2006a). The latter work informed the 
new Ancient British Coinage catalogue by Cottam et al. (2010). Although firmly routed 
in the tradition of tribal attribution, this catalogue has begun to recognise the 
inadequacies of existing typologies to order the range of types to have emerged since 
the publication of Van Arsdell’s catalogue in 1989 (see chapter 2).  
The present author has demonstrated how some coinages that undoubtedly drew on the 
same sources of production expertise and technology (e.g. the staters and quarter staters 
of the ‘British Q’ series), exhibit distribution patterns that may allow them to be 
attributed to different regional or tribal groups (Leins 2008, 104-6). Many more 
examples of discrepancies between stylistic and distributional links are emphasised in 
the regional survey in chapter 4. This hints at the complexity of the relationship between 
style (presumably indicative of the expertise and technology of production) and 
distribution (which can be related to the authority of production and their relationship 
with the users of the various coinages).  
 
3.2.2 Identifying spatial and chronological variability 
Distribution maps that plot coinage according to regional-stylistic or tribal attributions 
are cumulative distributions of all of the types assigned to a particular series. Taking an 
example from Cunliffe (2005, 198, figure 8.15), we see a map of East Anglian or 
Icenian coinage that comprises coins ranging from early uninscribed issues of c. 50-20 
BC (my phase EA 1; see Appendix A), to late inscribed coinages struck at the time of, 
or shortly after, the Roman invasion in AD 43. As this process uses chronologically 
diverse data to draw static maps, it has the effect of suggesting that regional-stylistic 
boundaries remained constant throughout the period of insular production. When 
regional-stylistic differences are used to identify the boundaries between tribes, this 
implies the existence of fixed tribal authorities. In reality, the static boundaries between 
the coinage traditions are a result of the analytical method rather than the data. The 
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following case study, which builds on previous research (Leins 2007a; 2008), explores 
the chronological and spatial variability obscured within traditional distribution maps. 
 
Figure 3.7: The study area, showing unique findspots of non-hoard coins 
(circles) and the location of hoards (triangles). 
 
3.3 Case study: static maps, dynamic distributions 
Figure 3.7 shows the 100 km by 100 km study area, which encompasses parts of the 
modern counties of Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Berkshire and 
Wiltshire. This was defined in GIS by eastings of >/= 400000 and </= 499999 and 
northings of >/= 150000 and </= 249999. The resulting area equates to the southern half 
of the NGR square ‘SP’ and the northern half of ‘SU’. The area was chosen because 
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three regional-tribal coinage traditions converge here; the Western (attributed to the 
Dobunni), Southern (attributed to the Atrebates/Regni) and Eastern (attributed to the 
Catuvellauni/Trinovantes). Excluding hoards (as large hoards from Chute in Wiltshire 
and Whitchurch in Hampshire skew the data), there are 1431 Iron Age coins within the 
study area. Imported Gallo-Belgic types account for 103, the remaining 1328 are insular 
British products. The vast majority (88%) of the British material belongs to one of the 
three regional-tribal series identified above (figure 3.8). 
No. of coins 
Imported Gallo-Belgic 103 
Insular British 1328 
 No. of coins %  
 Eastern 578 43.5  
 Western 362 27.3  
 Southern 224 16.9  
 East Wiltshire 92 6.9  
 South Western 26 2.0  
 Kent 23 1.7  
 North Eastern 22 1.7  
 East Anglian 1 <1  
Figure 3.8: Iron Age coins from the study area (excluding hoards). Eastern, 
Western and Southern types account for almost 88% of the British coinage. 
 
3.3.1 Regional-tribal attribution 
Figure 3.9 maps the British coinages according to their regional-tribal attributions, 
distinguishing between Eastern, Western and Southern coinages but grouping coins of 
the other series, which are less numerous within the study area, into a single category. 
Although the distributions blur into one another, when viewed at a macro-level fairly 
distinct boundaries can be drawn between the three main series. These have been 
interpreted as the intersections of discrete stylistic traditions or, more usually, as the 
border between the tribal coinages and territories of the Catuvellauni (and the 
Trinovantes), the Dobunni and the Atrebates (and the Regni) respectively. 
Eastern coinage dominates in the north-east of the study area, with few findspots to the 
west of the Oxford Canal (which runs north-south through the upper section of the study 
area) or to the south of the River Thames in Berkshire and Buckinghamshire. The 
distribution of Eastern types does extend beyond the Thames to the west of Dorchester-
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on-Thames in Oxfordshire, with findspots covering an area of about 200 km2. Southern 
coinages are most common to the south of the Thames and the Kennet in Berkshire and 
Wiltshire. They also represent a major element of the coinages found in the area 
between the Kennet and the Thames to the west of Reading. Western coinages clearly 
dominate to the north-west of the study area, although the southerly and westerly limits 
of their distribution are less easily defined. 
 
 
Figure 3.9: Coinage by regional-stylistic (or tribal) attribution, revealing the 
boundaries between the three major coinage traditions of the study area. 
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Figure 3.10: The distribution of coins with indications of actual numbers of finds 
(overlaid on a density map). Note hoard coins are included for comparison. 
 
3.3.2 Spatial variation 
Before looking at the chronological variation obscured within this map, it is worth 
exploring the spatial distortions introduced by our mapping techniques. Most coin 
distribution maps are simple distributions showing the location of unique findspots. 
Each findspot is afforded equal significance regardless of whether it represents a single 
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coin or a site scatter of fifty coins. A more accurate picture of the distribution of coinage 
across the study area can be obtained by presenting findspots using graduated symbols 
and introducing density maps for comparison (see figure 3.10). 
 
Figure 3.11: The distribution of coins (see figure 3.10) compared to all PAS 
finds (standard control). 
Mapping coinage in this way emphasises the clustered nature of the distribution, 
allowing areas of high density coin-use (or deposition/loss) to be identified. The most 
obvious of these lies in the centre of the study area around Sutton Courtney and 
Dorchester-on-Thames, to the south of Oxford. Other high density areas can be seen at 
regular intervals around the edge of the study area; on the Northamptonshire and 
Buckinghamshire border to the north, around Tring (Hertfordshire) to the east, at 
Silchester (Hampshire) to the south, Cunetio (Wiltshire) in the south-west, Cirencester 
and Bagendon (Gloucestershire) to the west and near Cleeve Prior (Worcestershire) in 
the north-west. While the high density areas are usually formed of one or several large 
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assemblages, it should also be noted that the vast majority of single finds cluster around 
the larger assemblages, rather than being found distributed evenly across the study area. 
The factors responsible for this clustered distribution are examined below, but it is 
worth questioning at this stage whether this is a ‘real’ pattern or a symptom of artefact 
recovery across the study area. To this end, figure 3.11 shows the same coin distribution, 
but this time overlaid on the density of all finds recorded by the PAS. On a national 
scale this included 346,797 objects (July 2010), with 25,815 found within the study area. 
Although there is a degree of overlap, the pattern is reassuringly different, suggesting 
that the coin densities are not simply a feature of the recovery process but are unique to 
the period and/or class of artefact. 
 
3.3.3 Chronological variability 
The mapping techniques employed above offer a more accurate picture of the spatial 
variation within the study area, but still obscure chronological differences in the data. 
The earliest insular coins shown in the cumulative distribution map (figure 3.9) were 
produced in about 100/80 BC; the latest were struck shortly after AD 43. It is possible 
for the ‘boundary’ between two coinage traditions to represent a comparison between 
chronologically disparate material, such as uninscribed coinages produced in 60-20 BC, 
which are likely to have been deposited before the end of the first century BC, and 
inscribed types not struck until AD 10-40. This could introduce significant distortions to 
the map. By dividing the data into four loosely defined production periods a degree of 
time-depth can be added to our analysis (figure 3.12).  
This framework provides a crude analytical technique, offering some indication of the 
relative significance of the various regional-tribal coinages through time and allowing 
period-specific maps to be drawn. Figure 3.13 suggests that the balance between the 
regional-tribal coinages exhibited in the overall dataset (left-hand column) is most 
representative of the situation in the third production period. The greater importance of 
Southern and ‘Other’ regional coinages in the earlier periods (i.e. before c. 20/10 BC) is 
obscured by the overall pattern. The degree to which Eastern coinage dominated the 
study area by the time of the Roman conquest is similarly underrepresented in the 
overall statistics. Thus, the composition of the surviving coin sample skews the data and 
any maps towards a position that existed within the study area towards the turn of the 
millennium, hiding considerable chronological variation. 
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Broad period Regional phases Key developments 
I. Before c. 60 BC P1-5 (Imported, 
Eastern, Southern, etc) 
Imported coinage; potin; early insular 
British uninscribed gold coinages 
II. c. 60-20/10 BC P6 (Eastern, Southern 
etc); WE1 (Western), 
EW1 (East Wiltshire), 
BE1 (Berkshire) 
The main period of Southern and Eastern 
uninscribed coin production; the earliest 
inscribed coins (Commios, Addedomaros, 
etc); early Western uninscribed coinages. 
Berks. and E. Wilts coinages. 
III. c. 20/10 BC-AD 
10/20 
P7 (Eastern, 
Southern); W2 
(Western) 
Inscribed Southern and Eastern 
production (Tincomarus, Tasciovanos, 
etc); later Western uninscribed coinage 
and the earliest Western inscribed coins 
(Corio, Bodvoc) 
IV. After c. AD 
10/20 
P8-9 (Eastern, 
Southern); WE3 
(Western) 
The latest inscribed Southern, Eastern and 
Western coinages 
Figure 3.12: Broad production periods used in this case study. The regional-
chronological phases (see Appendix A) that they cover are shown. 
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Figure 3.13: Coinage (hoards excluded) in the study area by regional-tribal 
attribution and period. 
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Figure 3.14 shows the distribution of coinages stuck before c. 60 BC (i.e. in Period I). 
Kentish types, all potins, are more or less confined to the parts of the study area 
characterised by Eastern coinages in the cumulative map (figure 3.9). While this could 
suggest that the Thames already formed some kind of boundary between traditions of 
coin-use at this time, more detailed study of the distribution of these coins, and the 
broadly contemporary imported Gallo-Belgic material, suggests that they do not respect 
the regional-tribal boundaries, but circulated along the Thames corridor. Potins are by 
no means found right across the Eastern coin-using area (see Chapter 4). The remaining 
insular coinages of this period are gold types traditionally ascribed to the Eastern, 
Southern and South Western series. The Eastern and Southern staters are varieties of the 
same ‘British A’ type, distinguished only by the direction of the leaves on the obverse 
wreath design (ABC 2430 and 482). Similarly, the Southern and South Western 
distributions both include varieties of ‘British O’ quarter stater (compare ABC 767 and 
2205). As such, the links (of style) between the numismatic traditions ascribed to groups 
to the north and south of the Thames are as significant as the differences (of distribution) 
at this time. It should be noted that the spatial clustering of finds is at best weakly 
defined in this period. 
Figure 3.15 maps coinages of the second period, which include the ‘British L’ (ABC 
485 etc) and ‘British Q’ (ABC 2433 etc) staters that are seen to characterise the Eastern 
and Southern traditions respectively (e.g. Van Arsdell 1989). Both exhibit wide 
distributions that extend well beyond the eastern and southern margins of the study area 
(see chapter 4). At first glance, the boundaries between the Eastern and Southern series 
seen in the cumulative map emerge in this period. It should be noted, however, that 
Eastern types in the Oxford area comprise just a handful of isolated finds during this 
period, while the distribution of Southern coinage, particularly in the area between the 
Kennet and Avon and the Thames, is cross-cut by several more localised coin traditions. 
In addition to the ‘East Wiltshire’ series (identified by Robinson 1977), a distinct group 
of ‘Berkshire’ coinages have recently been identified (Rudd 2006a; Cottam et al. 2010). 
Western coinages probably emerged towards the middle of this period. The earliest 
comprise a small number of ‘British RB’ gold quarters (ABC 2009) and a larger number 
of ‘Dobunnic A’ silver units (ABC 2012). The distributions of these coinages have little 
in common with the overall distribution of Western coinage; the latter type is rarely 
found much beyond the western edge of the present study area. Subsequent products, 
‘Dobunnic B’ to ‘D’, exhibit a wider focus (see chapter 4). Although two distinct 
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stylistic developments emerge to the north and south of the Thames during this period, 
we cannot identify the same neat ‘stylistic’ or ‘tribal’ boundaries seen on the cumulative 
map. The distribution points to the emergence of a patchwork of localised or ‘minor’ 
coinages. Some types, usually but not always those struck in gold, appear to have been 
struck in greater numbers and travelled over greater distances. These ‘major’ or 
‘regional’ coinages tend to have asserted more influence over the design of later 
coinages and, hence, the structure of our classification systems. 
 
Figure 3.14: Imported Gallo-Belgic material and the earliest British products, 
struck before c. 60 BC in (‘Period I’). 
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Figure 3.15: Coinage struck c. 60/50-20/10 BC (‘Period II’). 
Figure 3.16 shows coinages of the third period (c. 20/10 BC-AD 10/20). At this time, 
the distributions of Eastern and Western coinages closely resemble the cumulative map, 
with the former now exhibiting a concentration in the Abingdon-Dorchester area for the 
first time. Both include coinages with distributions that spread well beyond the study 
area, across most of their respective regional-tribal areas (chapter 4). Southern coinages, 
however, are conspicuous by their rarity, comprising just 7% of the coinage in the study 
area, compared with 26% in the previous period. The only multiple finds of Southern 
types come from Silchester. The clustered patterning identified above is significantly 
more apparent in period III than in the preceding periods. 
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The distribution of the latest coinages (figure 3.17) is reminiscent of the cumulative 
map, revealing the clearest distinctions between the Eastern, Southern and Western 
distributions. The re-emergence of Southern coinages in the study area is a key feature 
of this period. It should be noted, however, that as the vast majority of these are late 
issues of Epaticcus and Caratacus, their association with other late inscribed Southern 
coinages is not unproblematic (discussed below). 
 
Figure 3.16: Coinage struck c. 20/10 BC – AD 10/20 (‘Period III’). 
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Figure 3.17: Coinage struck c. AD 10/20 – c. AD 50 (‘Period IV’). 
 
3.4 Distribution patterns and trends 
The cumulative distribution map (figure 3.9), which shows coinages according to their 
regional-stylistic or tribal attributions, has been shown to obscure the dynamic and fluid 
nature of the development of coinage in the study area over the century or so leading up 
to the Roman invasion. Following biases introduced by the composition of the surviving 
coin sample, the map is probably skewed towards a pattern of very late first century BC 
coin-use. The earliest insular coinages exhibit stylistic continuities that extend across 
the later stylistic ‘boundaries’, suggesting that issuing authorities over a relatively large 
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area were forced (perhaps due to lack of sources of expertise and resources) or chose 
(perhaps due to convention) to strike coinages that were similar in appearance. Coins of 
divergent styles, with distributions to the north and south of the River Thames, emerged 
from the mid first century BC and appear to identify the Eastern and Southern traditions 
(that extended well beyond the study area). The ‘success’ of a number of key coinages 
and their influence over later tradition, however, can obscure the presence of 
contemporary coinages of more localised style and distribution. Despite being struck in 
(apparently) smaller numbers, these coinages are no less significant to our 
understanding of coin-use at this time. 
Aside from concealing the gradual and late nature of the emergence of the ‘major’ 
stylistic traditions, cumulative or macro-scale approaches to distribution mapping have 
tended to overstate the integrity and the significance of broad regional-stylistic 
categories (and hence the evidence for static ‘tribal’ coinages). Studies have 
demonstrated that even the most stylistically coherent groups of coinage, such as 
‘British Q’, which is seen to define the Southern or Atrebatic tradition, can reveal 
substantial differences of distribution when mapped at a typological level (Leins 2008, 
104-6). Furthermore, the importance of coinages of localised style and distribution (e.g. 
those of the ‘East Wiltshire’ and ‘Berkshire’ traditions) that often cross-cut the 
distributions of the major regional-stylistic coinages is diminished if they are ‘shoe-
horned’ into one of the main regional series (see Van Arsdell 1989) or subsumed within 
an ambiguous ‘early uninscribed’ classification (Allen 1960; Hobbs 1996). As such, 
only a typological approach to mapping (see chapter 4), respects the true complexity of 
the overlapping distributions of these ‘major’ regional and ‘minor’ localised coinages. 
Simplified mapping techniques also obscure the complexity of coin distributions. 
Plotting unique findspots, without consideration of the relative numbers of coins found 
at each location, can mask the degree of spatial variation. Introducing density maps and 
differentiating between single finds and assemblages allows other patterns to be 
identified, such as hotspots of coin-use (as reflected by deposition/loss). The period-
specific maps (figures 3.14-17) suggest that this clustering is increasingly visible from 
about 20 BC. While this is in part due to the growing sample size (see figure 3.18), the 
distribution continues to exhibit a stronger clustered pattern in the last period when the 
number of coins actually falls. It has already been suggested that the clustering of finds 
is not simply an indication of artefact recovery in general, but specific to the period and 
class of object in question. The concentration of coins in particular areas, like the 
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changing influence of coinages of regional and local style and distribution, must be 
acknowledged in our models of coinage and society. 
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Figure 3.18: Number of coins from the study area by period of production. 
 
3.5 Examining clustered distributions  
Figures 3.19-22 examine the possible relationships between topography, waterways, 
sites and settlements and coin distributions. Little can be said about the influence of 
topography in the study area, where most of the land lies below 200m. No clear 
differences can be seen in the distribution of coins across the areas with terrain in the 0-
100m and 100-200m ranges. Rivers exhibit a more obvious influence on distribution 
patterns, with linear distributions of coins tracking a number of major rivers, including 
the Avon in far north-west of the study area (see figure 3.19). Looking beyond the study 
area we can see the influence of both topography and rivers on the distribution of coin 
finds. At a basic level, few coins are found outside the lowland zone of south-eastern 
Britain (see chapter 1, figure 1.1). This phenomenon is discussed in more detail in 
chapter 6. Figure 3.20 shows the distribution of coins in Lincolnshire and East Anglia, 
revealing a clear absence of coins from the Fens which were all below sea level or 
waterlogged during the Iron Age. Similarly, we can observe a blank area in the coin 
distribution maps of Kent that coincides with the Weald, which appears to have been an 
area of sparsely populated forest during the Iron Age (see figure 3.22). Coins appear to 
follow the courses of some rivers including the Trent, Nene and Waveney (figure 3.20). 
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Figure 3.19: The distribution of Iron Age coins compared to topography and 
rivers. 
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Figure 3.20: The distribution of coins across East Anglia and Lincolnshire (note 
the avoidance of waterlogged and low-lying areas and the link with the courses 
of some major rivers). 
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Figure 3.21: The distribution of coins in Lincolnshire and East Anglia shown 
against Roman roads and topography. 
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Figure 3.22: The distribution of coins in Kent shown against Roman roads and 
topography. Note the absence of finds from the Weald. 
 
3.5.1 Settlements and communication 
It is suggested above that practical reasons prevented people from inhabiting some parts 
of southern Britain meaning that coins were rarely used there. Although we cannot 
discount the direct influence of rivers on coin deposition (see Haselgrove 1987 on the 
link between coin deposition at wet sites and rivers), the correlation between rivers and 
coin distributions is likely to be an indirect one, reflecting the influence of waterways 
on the location of key sites and settlements and as one of the key communication routes 
between them. Figure 3.21 shows the distribution of coins in East Anglia and 
Lincolnshire, but this time with the courses of known Roman roads. The correlation is 
striking. Although it is accepted that many Iron Age coins entered the archaeological 
record after AD 43 (Haselgrove 1987; Curteis 2005), this correlation need not suggest 
that coins moved along Roman roads where they were deposited, but could point to a 
link between the deposition/loss of coins, major sites and settlements, and the rivers and 
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roads that provided the communication routes between them. It should be noted that 
prehistoric trackways often appear to have been formalised as Roman roads (Witcher 
1998). Similar conclusions emerge from the patterns in Kent (figure 3.22). 
 
Figure 3.23: The distribution of coins overlaid on a map of the density of Iron 
Age sites and settlements (data: NMR 2009). Roman roads are also shown. 
The correlation between coin distributions and sites and settlements is further tested in 
figure 3.23. The map of the study area employed in this chapter shows data on Iron Age 
period sites recorded by the National Monument Record (until January 2009). Although 
this data will provide only a partial record of actual Iron Age activity – and represents a 
crude agglomeration of Romano-British towns, hillforts, farmsteads, shrines and 
temples – it provides some indication of probable areas of higher and lower densities of 
activity. Within the study area the correlation is striking. The highest densities of coin 
deposition/loss, in the centre of the study area, correspond with the areas with the 
highest density of sites and settlement activity. Many of the coin distribution hotspots 
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on the periphery of the study area can also be seen to correlate with the medium to high 
densities of site and settlement activity. 
It is not just the case that major sites produce the largest coin assemblages; single finds 
can be seen to cluster in these areas as well. It has been demonstrated, however, that the 
clustering of coin-use around particular sites and settlements can be clearly traced from 
about c. 20 BC (depending on location). We can detect, therefore, a growing association 
between coin-use (as reflected in deposition/loss patterns) and sites and settlement that 
must feature in any model of coin production and use. 
Tribal models argue that coins were struck at tribal or civitas capitals by kings or 
centralised tribal authorities (cf. Cottam et al. 2010, 47; 57; 119; 123 etc). They were 
perhaps also produced at, or directly supplied to, other major sites within the territory of 
the issuing authority. From these locations they spread to smaller sites, settlements and 
isolated locations in the landscape through economic and/or social interaction 
(depending on interpretations of the role of coinage in society; see chapter 6). 
Considerable quantities of coinage would be expected to remain in and around the 
‘capitals’ and major sites.  
The association of coin-use and major sites is of course consistent with alternative 
models of coin production that allow for decentralised production of coinage (for 
example where access to the expertise and technology of production is free from tribal 
control; see Collis 1971). While accepting the observed tendency for early gold to be 
found away from major settlements due to depositional practices (Haselgrove 1987), in 
general, coins would still be expected to be produced and used in greater numbers in the 
places where people assembled for social, political, economic or religious reasons. 
 
3.6 Coins and the individual 
Almost all coinages struck in the south-east after c. 30/20 BC, and most coinages 
produced beyond the south-east from c. AD 20, apart from those of the South Western 
series, were inscribed. In the south-east historical and numismatic evidence confirms 
that these are usually personal names, sometimes allowing basic biographies to be 
written. In other areas we assume, but cannot prove, that legends reveal the personal 
names of issuers. Late inscribed coinages, therefore, seem to have been struck by the 
kings and local leaders who possessed the necessary wealth and power to commission 
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coinages. Although it is by no means guaranteed that the same mechanisms lay behind 
the production of earlier uninscribed coinage, it is likely that the issuers of these types 
were simply the predecessors of the individuals who later struck inscribed types. As a 
result, coin distributions are likely to reveal the spheres of influence and social, political 
and economic interests of their issuers, rather than necessarily exposing tribal territories. 
Tribal territories and tribal identifies might be inferred in so far as the collective 
coinages of a particular ruler conform to coherent stylistic and distributional patterns 
exhibited by a broader range of earlier and/or later issues (although possible alternative 
interpretations of such continuities are explored below). 
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Figure 3.24: The surviving sample of late inscribed coinages (those struck after 
c. AD 10/20) from the study area by issuer. 
Examining the coins of the last production period (after c. AD 10/20) in the above study 
area allows six main individuals to be identified. Most numerous are those of Cunobelin 
(see figure 3.24), whose name appears on all of the Eastern coins of this period. 
Cunobelin (c. AD 10-40) is attested by Suetonius (Gaius 44.2) and Dio (60.20-1), with 
the former referring to him as Britannorum rex (‘king of the Britons’). His coins show 
that he identified himself as rex (‘king’) and as a son of Tasciovanos (c. 20 BC-AD 10). 
His legends often name Camulodunum (Colchester) and, less frequently, other probable 
personal names (SOLIDV, AGR, DVBN and TROCC). None of his coin inscriptions 
can be plausibly interpreted as featuring an ethnic name. As detailed analysis in the next 
chapter will show, Cunobelin’s influence and power, as indicated by the spread of his 
coinage, transcended any tribal identities and territories, being found in huge numbers 
in areas associated with the Catuvellauni, Trinovantes and Cantii (see also Allen 1975; 
de Jersey 2001). The scale of his coinage far exceeded anything previously struck. 
Whilst his coins exhibit some stylistic links to those of Tasciovanos, Dubnovellaunos 
and others, they also included many innovations. 
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All but two of the Southern types found in the study area were issued by Verica (c. AD 
10-40) or Epaticcus (c. AD 30-45). The former is surely the Berikos mentioned by Dio 
(60.19). He is also styled rex on his coins, which include his claim to be a son of 
Commios. Epaticcus, conversely, is not recorded by any historical sources. Although his 
coinage was essentially Southern in character and distribution, some coin legends 
identify him as a son of Tasciovanos and his staters include Eastern-style obverses. 
Both Verica and Epaticcus issued coins within the wider Southern region (see chapter 4); 
although their coinages show distributional differences within the study area (figure 
3.25). The two remaining Southern coins are inscribed CARA. Given their late date (c. 
AD 30-45), they can be ascribed with some confidence to Caratacus, the son of 
Cunobelin attested by Dio (60.20).  
 
 
Figure 3.25: The distribution of late inscribed coinages (those struck after c. AD 
10/20) within the study area. 
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The inscribed Western coinages in the study area carry the names ANTED and EISV, 
which can be assumed to be abbreviated personal names although both are otherwise 
unattested (but see Williams 2000 on possible links with the East Anglian issuers 
ANTED and AESV). Some legends on the ANTED gold appear to include the letters 
RIGV, which has been interpreted as a Celtic form of rex (ABC 2066). Although the 
distributions of both issuers’ coinages within the study area conform to that of the 
overall Western series, it is notable that they often appear at different sites (see figure 
3.25). Die studies can identify the fact that the same craftsmen produced both and 
determine the issue order ANTED – EISV (Sills 2003b), but as the rate of production is 
unknown we cannot say whether they were contemporary or successive rulers. The 
relationships between the two issuers and between the issuers and the craftsman or 
moneyer(s) who produced their coins are equally obscure (see below). 
The styles, inscriptions and distributions of late inscribed coinages within the study area 
hint at the unique nature of each issuer’s position within local society. Cunobelin’s 
influence certainly appears to have eclipsed any tribal territories and identities, while 
Epaticcus issued coins in an area of Berkshire and Wiltshire, in line with a local 
tradition that differed from that of other members of his dynasty. While his gold fused 
his ‘native’ Eastern iconographic influences and Southern stylistic traditions, his more 
common silver coins were struck in a localised Southern style and to a wider Southern 
denomination and weight standard. Traditionally it is argued that Epaticcus’ presence in 
the Southern region reveals an expansion of ‘Catuvellaunian interests’ into the territory 
of the Atrebates (see Salway 1981, 56-9) and it is possible that the his expression of 
local ‘Atrebatic’ identity was a vehicle for this. In all probability, however, Epaticcus’ 
power and authority would have resulted from his lineage, supporters, wealth and 
resources and, thus, transcended any issues of tribal identity. The distribution and style 
of his coinage probably reveals how he stressed different aspects of his identity in order 
to establish and develop his personal influence amongst the settlements and 
communities of the study area. 
 
3.7 An alternative production model 
The coinages of individual rulers or issuers are explored in more detail in the next 
chapter. It is already apparent, however, that their distributions will not always correlate 
exactly with those of the regional-stylistic or tribal series to which they have been 
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attributed or to the coinages of other issuers produced in a similar style. An inscribed 
coinage is best seen as an indicator of the extent of the named issuer’s personal 
influence and the range of dynamic political, social, economic, religious and/or personal 
relationships through which they interacted with other individuals and local and wider 
community groups. Although it is possible that the identity and authority of the tribe is 
revealed, in so far as different individuals struck coins to similar standards and styles 
across a fairly defined area, sometimes employing the same moneyers and even sharing 
dies, this need not be the case. Such continuities of style, standard and technology may 
occur without an overarching political authority, reflecting instead the limitations of 
production expertise and the need to issue a coinage acceptable to the existing 
communities who were already bound together by regular social and economic 
interactions. 
Most approaches to Iron Age coinage continue to ascribe production to dynastic kings 
or rulers, each of whom is associated with a tribe (see Van Arsdell 1989; Cottam et al. 
2010). Whilst the surviving coin legends and historical sources verify the existence of 
dynastic kingship in the south-east during the first half of the first century AD, they do 
not necessarily support the application of this model to earlier periods or to areas 
beyond the south-east (Leins 2007a; 2012). Such an extension of the tribal and dynastic 
kingship models is based entirely on numismatic methodology, with regional 
continuities of style, standard and the use of shared dies seen to link coinages and 
individuals. Strong stylistic continuities, such as those exhibited by the Western coins of 
BODVOC, CORIO, ANTED and EISV are usually seen to make sense only if their 
issuers shared a tribal identity (that they were all members of the Dobunni) and 
possessed a common lineage (see Van Arsdell 1989; 1994; Cunliffe 2005; Cottam et al. 
2010). 
Die studies are central to such reasoning, allowing continuities and discontinuities of 
production to be detected and comments to be made about the scale of production and 
the relative order of different types and series. Figure 3.26 is a hypothetical die study, 
showing the relationship between the inscribed coinages of three individuals (x, y and z). 
Let us suppose that the issuers are named on the reverse of the coin and only one 
reverse die survives for each coinage. Three patterned obverse dies A, B and C are used 
in conjunction with these reverse dies. Obverse A is used with x and y, Obverse B only 
with y and Obverse C with y and z. Because the issuer of the coinage with Reverse y 
employs technology also used in the production of x and z, we can identify continuity of 
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production. If obverse die A is more worn when used in conjunction with reverse y than 
reverse x and die C is more worn with reverse z than y, we can determine the relative 
order in which they were struck. Results of this kind would usually be interpreted as an 
indication that all three issuers struck coins at the same ‘mint’, belonged to the same 
tribe and/or formed part of a single dynasty. 
 
Figure 3.26: hypothetical and simplified die sequence. 
The assumptions about the mechanics of coin production and the nature and structure of 
society inherent in such interpretations are rarely made explicit. Even when it reveals a 
clear-cut sequence, as above, the die study should not be used to construct lists of kings 
or ruling dynasties. Although the die study can demonstrate the relative order of issue, 
and the number of dies shows the likely scale of production, there are still a number of 
variables to consider, including the rate and rhythm of manufacture (see Haselgrove 
1987, 30). Whether a coinage involved a few or many dies, it may have been struck 
rapidly over a period of days, weeks or months in response to a particular need, or 
sporadically over a number of years or decades. While the die study can indicate that the 
coins of X preceded those of Y, it is more difficult to determine if the moneyer struck 
coins for X before immediately beginning work on those of his contemporary Y, or if 
the latter’s coinage was struck some years later. If a die could be retained, curated and 
passed on (perhaps from a father to a son), this could further distort the narrative 
constructed from a die study. A further problem is introduced by the fact that 
numismatists have rarely acknowledged that the place of production could also have 
changed: Die-linked coins need not have been struck at the same site or ‘mint’. It must 
be remembered that the interpretation written on the basis of die studies is influenced by 
our views of the late Iron Age society in Britain.  
As the example of Epaticcus demonstrates, stylistic continuities and the shared use of 
dies could reveal family relationships rather than tribal ties. Even if continuities of style 
and standard are seen to be an indicator of socio-political continuity, these are as 
perhaps as likely to have been short-term alliances and agreements as they are to have 
been potentially deeper held ethnic or tribal bonds.  
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3.7.1 Controlled or independent craftsmen? 
The dynastic-kingship and tribal models assume that the expertise of production was 
subject to the ruler and/or the tribe; that is to say that the die-engravers and moneyers 
worked exclusively for a particular king or overarching tribal authority. The possibility 
that the moneyer might have been an independent agent, free to offer his services to any 
local ruler with the power and resources necessary to commission a coinage has not 
been seriously considered in Iron Age numismatics (see Collis 1971 for an exception). 
Given the dynamic and unstable conditions that prevailed in some parts of Britain for 
much of the late Iron Age, this possibility demands attention. 
It is very likely that an individual like Cunobelin would have possessed the status, 
wealth and influence necessary to maintain the exclusive services of coin-engravers and 
moneyers, as well as a range of other specialist craftsmen. His coinages appear to have 
been issued on a scale that could have necessitated permanent workshops and staff. It is 
equally apparent, however, that other rulers, both Cunobelin’s predecessors in the 
south-east and contemporaries beyond the south-east, would not have possessed such 
resources; their coinages were struck on a more modest scale and would not have 
required the maintenance of a permanent moneyer. Adherents of the ‘tribal model’ 
argue that the moneyer was retained by the tribe, issuing coinages for its various rulers 
and presumably returning to other duties or private life when his services were not 
needed. It is possible, however, that outside the new and potentially evolving institution 
of kingship in the south-east from c. 25/20 BC, moneyers maintained an independent 
status enabling them to work for a number of patrons over an extended area. This 
scenario could explain why apparently localised coinages often exhibit stylistic 
continuities over relatively great distances. 
The nature of the relationship between the craftsmen responsible for coin production 
and the authority of their production (the named issuer and/or any overarching socio-
political institutions) has not been considered in sufficient detail in Iron Age studies. 
Such debates are more common in Anglo-Saxon numismatics, where it has been argued 
that that early Anglo-Saxon moneyers, issuing coinage before the coinage reforms of 
Offa (AD 792), operated with a significant degree of autonomy, producing coins for 
non-royal patrons, observing standards of weight and fineness that ensured their 
acceptability (Grierson and Blackburn 1986, 158 ff.). While others see early Anglo-
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Saxon coinage as Royal (Metcalf 1993) or Episcopal in nature (Gannon 2003), 
contemporary Merovingian coinage certainly appears to have been produced for local 
landowners as well as royal patrons by freelance moneyers who may also have been 
peripatetic (Grierson and Blackburn 1986, 81ff). Given that the same Anglo-Saxon 
moneyers are named on coinages of different kingdoms, it seems clear that their 
services were not always monopolised by a single ruler. Similar possibilities should be 
considered for the Iron Age. 
In the remainder of this thesis the possibility that the physical producers of the coinage, 
the die-engravers and moneyers (who were perhaps one and the same), were usually 
independent from the issuers is considered. Moneyers may have been itinerant and need 
not have been tied to one location. It is suggested that the exceptions to this occurred 
within the context of the ‘experiments’ in kingship of the south-east. In most cases, 
however, local rulers with the wealth and desire to strike coinage were restricted by the 
availability of technology and expertise. The similarity, for example, of the coinages of 
ANTED and EISV in the west or of IISVPRASV and VEP CORF in the north-east is 
unsurprising. Presumably the easiest and least expensive way to produce coinage was to 
utilise an existing or shared obverse or reverse die in conjunction with a new obverse or 
reverse die that was specific to the issuer. These were no doubt often reinventions of an 
existing standard design. Rather than attesting a shared tribal or dynastic identity, 
therefore, the similarity of different ruler’s coins could reflect their limited resources 
and reliance on the same sources of expertise. In the context of this model it is of some 
interest that the only example of a possible named moneyer on a British Iron Age coin – 
the inscription SVB ESVPRASTO ESICO FECIT on a late East Anglian silver unit 
(ABC 1711) – appears to attest the operation of a moneyer, Esico, under a local king or 
ruler, Esuprasto (Williams 2000). 
If the moneyer was essentially contracted to the issuer, rather than being a subject or 
employee, any number of political relationships could have existed between two issuers 
who produced similar styled coins. ANTED and EISV could have been successive 
rulers in the same area, allies (collaborating or sharing in the cost of issuing coinage), 
members of the same dynasty with different supporters and areas of influence or rivals 
competing for local dominance. Perhaps neither ruler was wealthy or powerful enough 
to maintain a permanent moneyer (or perhaps did not have the need for one). Such 
diverse situations may have been the norm outside of south-eastern England and may 
have also operated within the south-east in the generation before Cunobelin. This 
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production model (summarised in figure 3.27) will be tested against the coin data for the 
whole of Iron Age Britain (Chapter 4) and the more in-depth and localised study of the 
North Eastern series (Chapter 5). 
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Figure 3.27: Possible model of coin production in Iron Age Britain. 
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Chapter 4. Regional and Localised Distributions 
 
This chapter will provide a national overview of the distributions of British Iron Age 
coinages in the period c. 100/80 BC-AD 50. In the previous chapter it was argued that a 
typological approach to distribution mapping was required in order to test the integrity 
of the main regional-stylistic or tribal groupings and to determine whether localised 
patterns were a common and significant feature of coin distributions across Britain. 
Regional and local patterns have both been identified, but have received very different 
levels of attention by numismatists and historians. The enduring belief in a known 
civitas or tribal structure has seen regional patterns take a central role in models of coin 
production and social organisation in the late Iron Age. Although the coherence of some 
regional-stylistic groups has been called into question, the failure to consider regional-
stylistic continuity as anything other than a reflection of broad social, political or ethnic 
(tribal) identities has led to the marginalisation of localised distribution patterns. As 
such, sub-regional differences have been explained in terms of temporary moments of 
fission within tribal society or as evidence for the existence of pagi, sub-divisions of the 
larger tribal group (Sellwood 1984; Chadburn forthcoming; Cottam et al 2010, 20).  
In the following analysis, I have chosen to make only the following assumptions when 
interpreting coin distributions. Firstly, that uninscribed coins, like their inscribed 
counterparts, were usually issued by the wealthiest and most influential local leaders, 
presumably for socio-political and/or economic gain. As such, the distribution of a 
particular type will reveal something of the social, economic, political or religious 
interactions of their issuer and users within and beyond the issuer’s own community. 
Secondly, that stylistic links reveal continuities in production. This can take the form of 
imitative production (copying the designs of current and accepted coinage) or the 
reliance on the same sources of craftsmanship and technology (where shared dies or 
particularly strong stylistic continuities can be seen). The nature of the relationship 
between the issuing authority, craftsman or physical producer and the possible broader 
ethnic identities and affinities of these people is uncertain, but considered to be 
potentially fluid and to have varied between different parts of southern Britain through 
time. 
The following sections will examine each of the broad regional traditions in turn. All 
coin types with more than five specimens have been mapped, although these are 
sometimes grouped together with contemporary issues where there is no apparent 
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difference in their distribution. Links extending beyond each region and sub-regional or 
localised patterns will be emphasised and possible interpretations advanced.  
 
4.1 Early imported coinages 
As the Gallo-Belgic series has been subjected to a recent typological and distributional 
study (Sills 2003a), I do not propose to examine the distribution of these coins in any 
detail. Although Sills re-classified the Gallo-Belgic series, this information was not 
added to the online CCI (see chapter 7) meaning that the following maps of this material 
appear dated in their classifications (following Allen 1960 and Scheers 1977). As the 
main concern of this thesis is to trace broad developments of coinage struck within 
Britain, this level of classification and a broadly accepted chronological framework are 
sufficient.  
 
Figure 4.1: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic coins in Britain. The locations of 
hoards, single finds and assemblages are shown. 
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The overall distribution of imported Gallo-Belgic coinage reflects the general area of 
coin-use in Britain, but exhibiting a more sparse distribution throughout the South 
Western, Western, North Eastern and East Anglian (‘peripheral’) areas and a clear focus 
in the (‘core’) south-east (figure 4.1). Within the overall pattern we can detect a number 
of differences. With the exception of assemblages at outlying but significant sites like 
Fring-Snettisham in Norfolk, the earliest Gallo-Belgic A staters and quarters (figure 4.2), 
struck and imported during the second century BC, appear to have been focussed on 
Essex, Hertfordshire, Kent and the southern part of Greater London. A particularly 
strong concentration should be noted in the area to the west of Colchester. By contrast, 
the distribution of broadly contemporary Gallo-Belgic B staters and quarters (figure 4.3) 
seems to have reached further to the west, without impacting the more easterly areas 
(Kent and Essex). These distributions give the impression of two ‘waves’ of early 
imported coinage; one reaching Essex, Kent and south London, the other directed 
further inland towards Buckinghamshire, Hertfordshire, Oxfordshire and the Chilterns. 
 
Figure 4.2: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic A staters and quarters in Britain. 
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Figure 4.3: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic B staters and quarters in Britain. 
Gallo-Belgic C reached Britain in the late second or early first century BC (Haselgrove 
1993, 35; 1999, 165). Its use was contemporary with the earliest British insular products 
(British A-G etc) which it inspired. There are clear concentrations in south London and 
Kent, as well as along the south coast (figure 4.4). Gallo-Belgic C was perhaps the first 
coinage to reach the latter area. Interestingly, given the distribution of the earliest 
insular products (see figure 4.8), there are few findspots of Gallo-Belgic C in Essex and 
Hertfordshire. Gallo-Belgic D types are here unsorted and do not reflect the excellent 
division of this material into quarters related to the GB C stater and those related to the 
later GB E (Sills 2003a, 225). The distribution shows some clustering in Essex, around 
Colchester, but is most dramatically clustered in Kent and Sussex, where links to 
particular sites appears likely (figure 4.5). Although the dating of Gallo-Belgic E (figure 
4.6) is not secure it can be broadly dated to the period of the first invasions of Britain (c. 
60-50 BC; Haselgrove 1993; 1999; Sills 2003a). It was the last significant import and it 
appears to have reached all of the major sites and areas that had previously received 
imported coinages. Its distribution should be considered in relationship to the earlier 
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Gallo-Belgic C to D and earliest insular coins, as well as the massive and contemporary 
Southern and Eastern gold coin series British Q (ABC 485 etc) and British L (ABC 
2433 etc). 
 
Figure 4.4: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic C staters in Britain. 
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 Figure 4.5: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic D quarters in Britain. 
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 Figure 4.6: The distribution of Gallo-Belgic E staters in Britain. 
 
4.2 Eastern coinage 
The Eastern series encompasses a number of inscribed coinages, the issuers of which 
are linked to one another on the basis of coin legends, styles and distributions and seen 
to comprise an Eastern ‘dynasty’ or ‘Kingdom’. Uninscribed material, usually of an 
earlier date, is associated on stylistic and/or distributional grounds (see previous 
chapter). The cumulative distribution of these coins (figure 4.7) is seen to reflect the 
territory of the Trinovantes and Catuvellauni (see Allen 1944; Mack 1953; Van Arsdell 
1989; Cunliffe 2005; Cottam et al 2010). The two tribes are usually considered 
‘difficult to distinguish numismatically’ (Cunliffe 2005, 149), although the new 
catalogue by Cottam et al (2010, 114-143) has made an attempt. The Trinovantes are 
mentioned by Caesar (BG 5.20) and Ptolemy (Geographia II.2), suggesting that the 
Roman civitas administrative unit already existed as a recognisable grouping in 55 BC. 
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The Catuvellauni are identified as their western neighbours only in the Roman period 
(Ptolemy, Geographia II.2), but are assumed to have existed in a similar form prior to 
AD 43. In the context of his interactions with the Trinovantes and their neighbours, 
Caesar appears to name other groups – the Ancalites, the Bibroci, the Cassi, the 
Cenimagni and the Segontiaci (BG 5.21). With the exception of the Cenimagni, who 
have been associated with the later Iceni by a number of scholars, and hence ascribed 
their own coinage, these groups are ignored by all numismatic interpretations and most 
historical narratives. 
 
Figure 4.7: density map of Eastern style coinages of all periods. Hoards are 
excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. 
The distribution of Eastern coinage covers a broad area to the north of the River Thames 
in Essex, Hertfordshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire (figure 4.7). To the north-
west the series falls off quickly beyond the River Nene, while its northerly limits are 
otherwise defined by the marshland of the Fens, although isolated findspots extend well 
into south-west Norfolk. To the north-east, the distribution falls off rapidly beyond the 
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River Deben in Suffolk. The series exhibits a greater degree of overlap with the East 
Anglian than the North Eastern series (see figure 4.81 and 4.95). To the south-east, the 
series is clustered in the Thanet-Dover and Medway-Gravesham districts of Kent and, 
thus, correlates neatly with the distribution of local Kentish types (figure 4.31). To the 
south and west the distribution reaches the Thames. A strong cluster is evident in the 
Dorchester-upon-Thames area, where considerable overlap with the circulation of 
Western, Southern and related types is apparent (see previous chapter). 
 
4.2.1 Early coinage 
When the Britons began striking their own unique gold coinages (during Haselgrove’s 
phase 4, c. 100/80-60 BC), the Thames region was already familiar with coinage. Gallo-
Belgic A and B types proper to the near continent had been circulating for several 
generations and may occasionally have been produced in Britain (Burnett 1995; also see 
Ainsworth and May 2003; Burnett et al 2007 on Gallo-Belgic dies from Britain).  
Until recently, ‘British A’ was thought to represent the earliest completely indigenous 
gold coinage. Slight typological differences within this type revealed a north-south 
divide, with British A ‘North’ (ABC 2430 = VA 200) appearing to have circulated in 
Essex, Hertfordshire and along the Chilterns and British A ‘South’ (ABC 482 = VA 202) 
found outside the Eastern region, in Hampshire and along the south coast (figure 4.8). 
Recently, however, ‘Ingoldisthorpe’ staters (ABC 2421, 2424), ‘British E’ (ABC 2335), 
‘British F’ (ABC 2332) staters and ‘British G’ staters (ABC 2326, 2329) and quarter 
staters (ABC 2350-56) have been identified as a distinct group, representing the earliest 
British products and forming a bridge between British A and Gallo-Belgic C from 
which they derive their style (Sills 1997; 1998; 2000; Cottam et al 2010). When plotted 
individually there was no clearly discernable difference between the distributions of 
these types and, for the present purposes, they have been grouped together and labelled 
‘other phase 4-5 gold’ in figure 4.8. These types are found over a relatively small area 
of Essex, between the River Chelmer and the River Stour, with dispersed finds in 
Norfolk. They clearly suggest that the origins of British gold lay in the Chelmsford-
Colchester area. The absence of Gallo-Belgic C from this area (see above) could suggest 
that these coins were the source of gold needed to strike these early insular issues 
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Figure 4.8: British A and the earliest insular British gold coinages of phases 4 
(density of Eastern coinages of all periods is shown for comparison). 
It is often argued that subsequent gold of phases 5-6, particularly the ‘British L’ stater, 
defines the Eastern style (see, for example, Mack 1953; Van Arsdell 1989), introducing 
a more realistic and distinctive horse that features on and influences some contemporary 
silver coins and all inscribed gold struck in this area until the early first century AD. 
While British LA staters (ABC 2433-39) found on the south coast may attest the same 
links through which earlier north-south movements of British A took place, the main 
distribution is clearly centred on the Essex-Hertfordshire border (figure 4.9). British LB 
(ABC 2338-47, 2442-45) extends further to the north-east and south-west following the 
axis of the Chilterns, resulting in a distribution not dissimilar to British A ‘North’. Rare 
LC quarters and related LX4 quarters are focussed on eastern Hertfordshire and Essex. 
This ‘second generation’ of gold coinage can be tentatively interpreted as emanating 
from a point slightly further to the west than the earliest coinages, on the Hertfordshire-
Essex border. 
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Figure 4.9: British L gold (plus related ‘Climping’ staters and British LX4 
quarters) of phases 5-6 (density of Eastern coinages of all periods is shown for 
comparison). 
Silver and bronze coinages were introduced to the region in phase 6 (c. 50-20 BC) and 
formed part of what appears to be an increasingly complex pattern of coin production 
and use. In both typological and distributional terms the silver coinages of this phase 
display less uniformity than the gold. In fact, the patterns that emerge in figures 4.10-
4.13 represent a simplification of the true picture, as only fifteen of the thirty plus 
distinct types identified in the latest typology (Cottam et al 2010) have been mapped 
(those with five or more recorded provenanced examples). Of the coinages that have 
been mapped, we can see clear distribution differences; some types appear focussed on 
the Hertfordshire-Essex-Cambridgeshire border, mainly between Braughing and Great 
Chesterford (figures 4.10 and 4.11), others are found more in central-northern Essex 
(figure 4.12 and 13). Following the traditional ethnic/tribal approaches (Allen 1944; 
Mack 1953; Van Arsdell 1989; Cunliffe 1978; 1988; 1991; 2005), these differences are 
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seen by some scholars to reflect distinctions between the Catuvellauni and Trinovantes 
(Cottam et al 2010, 114-143). 
 
Figure 4.10: distribution of phase 6 early silver types with a ‘westerly’ focus. 
Note discrepancies between the distributions of individual types and their 
concentration in the Braughing-Great Chesterford area (density of Eastern 
coinages of all periods is shown for comparison).  
Aside from the general criticisms of such approaches (see chapter 3), this hypothesis 
presents three clear problems. Firstly, while the more easterly distribution correlates 
quite neatly with the distribution of later types in the Essex area, such as those of the 
‘Trinovantian’ Dubnovellaunos (see below), the more westerly distribution appears in 
only a small part of the territory identified as ‘Catuvellaunian’ on the basis of later 
inscribed coins such as those of Tasciovanos, making the use of this label difficult. No 
coins, for example are found in the area around Dorchester-upon-Thames and few from 
around St Albans and Evenley (Northamptonshire). Secondly, many contemporary gold 
coinages do not respect the same ‘tribal boundary’ identified from the silver and bronze 
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coins. Why should we read differences in silver distributions as an indication of ethnic 
and/or socio-political division, rather than seeing the shared gold tradition of the same 
areas as symbolic of their unity? Thirdly, once the silver coinages have been identified 
with perceived east/west distributions or tribal distinctions, the significance of tangible 
localised differences between the distributions of individual coinages, apparent in 
figures 4.10-13, are overlooked. 
 
Figure 4.11: distribution of phase 6 early silver types with a ‘westerly’ focus. 
Note discrepancies between the distributions of individual types. In addition to 
the concentrations in the Braughing and Great Chesterford area, these types 
show hotspots around Baldock and Tring (density of Eastern coinages of all 
periods is shown for comparison). 
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Figure 4.12: distribution of phase 6 early silver and bronze types with an 
‘easterly’ focus, centred on the Chelmer-Stour region of central and northern 
Essex. Note the discrepancies between individual types such as the ‘North 
Thames Serpent’ and ‘Evans G12’ bronzes (density of Eastern coinages of all 
periods is shown for comparison). 
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Figure 4.13: distribution of phase 6 early silver types with an ‘easterly’ focus, 
centred on the Chelmer-Stour region of central and northern Essex (density of 
Eastern coinages of all periods is shown for comparison). 
 
4.2.2 Discussion 
British gold production must have begun in Essex in the very early first century BC 
under the influence of circulating Gallo-Belgic types. The distribution suggests that the 
first insular coins originated in the area around Colchester. British A ‘North’ and 
‘South’ exhibit clear differences in distribution, but were struck by the same hand(s). 
This coinage suggests that early issuers from across the wider south-east had to rely on 
the same sources of production expertise. This is more of a problem for tribal 
numismatic approaches which ascribe these coins to different and discrete tribal 
authorities (see Cottam et al 2010), than for the production model proposed in the 
previous chapter with its independent moneyers. Similarly, Cottam et al ascribe the so-
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called ‘Climping staters’ (ABC 524) to the Atrebates and Regni on distribution grounds 
(2010, 49), despite its overwhelming stylistic links to the British L coinage which they 
attribute to the Catuvellauni. While it is clear from typological considerations that coins 
like British LA or LB emanated from a limited number of points of production, possibly 
a single ‘mint’, it is clear that gold staters were capable of travelling relatively long 
distances from their source. As such, their distributions hint at the broad social, 
economic and/or political networks and relationships of their issuers and users. 
Silver production began soon after the middle of the first century. The localised and 
restricted distributions and typological variability of silver suggest that they were issued 
by individuals at particular settlements or for localised communities and that they rarely 
travelled far from the point of issue. Silver coins clearly functioned differently from 
gold staters; that is to say, they were involved in a different set of social and/or 
economic processes. Quarter staters and bronzes appear to behave more like silver than 
staters. While Cunliffe’s attempts to tease various local socio-economic zones out of the 
coin distributions (1981; 2005, 159ff.) appear futile when applied to the staters, clusters 
in the lower denominations appear more meaningful, reflecting the location of major 
sites such as Braughing, Baldock and Colchester. It is possible that some issues, 
particularly where a limited production span and circulation has restricted the spread of 
that issue from its source, can be linked to particular settlements or localised 
communities perhaps formed of a small number of neighbouring settlements. Viewed 
together, coin distributions reveal something of the complex social and economic 
networks through which individual rulers (issuers) interacted with different groups 
within local and wider society.  
Figures 4.10 to 4.13 (above) emphasise the importance of Braughing, suggesting that 
the site maintained links across the wider Eastern region. Finds at the site include coins 
of types found to circulate at sites further to the west, like Baldock and Tring 
(Hertfordshire) and in the north (Great Chesterford, Essex), but also types found more at 
settlements in central-northern Essex like Chelmsford, Maldon and Colchester and at 
Sudbury and Wickham Market (in Suffolk). This need not imply that Braughing was the 
production centre for all of these coinages; in fact, the external origins of many silver 
coinages are clear. Distributional and stylistic links between British LX17 silver units 
(ABC 2258) and Chris Rudd’s ‘Sudbury Snakeheads’ silver half units (ABC 2261), 
suggest they formed part of a very local coinage system possibly produced in and 
certainly primarily for the communities around Sudbury (see figure 4.13). The wide 
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range and volume of coins at Braughing shows that the site performed a central role in 
the interactions between neighbouring settlements and wider communities across the 
wider Eastern region.  
In some cases, particularly close styles and recurring motifs allow the production of 
gold and silver to be related and may even suggest that they were perceived as 
‘denominational coinages’. In other cases, such as the ‘Sudbury coinages’ discussed 
above, silver appears to have been issued independently from gold. While attempts to 
identify the issuing authorities behind the earliest uninscribed coinage are speculative, 
we can say that the driving force behind inscribed coinages appears to have been 
powerful individuals – the emerging ‘kings’ of the region. As there is no reason to 
assume that uninscribed coins were issued in a different way, it is possible that in the 
major ‘denominational coinages’ struck in gold and silver (at greater expense), we can 
detect the hands of the wealthiest and most influential individuals. If access to mint-
technologies was not yet monopolised by these individuals, some of the smaller-scale 
silver and bronze coinages may attest the role of independent leaders of lesser status, 
wealth and power, who were associated with minor civitates (perhaps those recorded by 
Caesar?) or even individual settlements or localised communities. 
 
4.2.3 Inscribed coinage 
Inscriptions first appeared on the Eastern series during phase 6 (c. 50-20 BC), with 
coins carrying the legend AΘΘEDOMAROS. The dating of his issues is not secure 
(Curteis 2006, 6), with Van Arsdell (1989, 349-56) favouring a date of about 40-30 BC, 
Haselgrove (1993, 35) c. 20 BC-AD 10 (but allowing for an earlier date) and Cottam et 
al (2010, 126-7) c. 45-25 BC. While stylistic considerations support the idea that 
Addedomaros preceded Dubnovellaunos and Tasciovanos, all three exhibit a degree of 
typological similarity that points towards close consecutive or overlapping issue. As the 
relative degree of typological variation suggests that British L was issued over a longer 
period than the gold of Addedomaros, I have chosen to follow the chronology in figure 
4.14. British L gold was struck c. 60/50-30 BC; Addedomaros c. 30-20 BC (or a little 
later). During phase 7 (c. 25/20 BC-AD 10) coins were struck in the names 
Dubnovellaunos and Tasciovanos and, towards the end of the period, include other 
legends. ANDOCO, SEGO and DIAS appear independently, or in conjunction with 
that of Tasciovanos, RVES appears separately. 
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30 BC  20 BC  10 BC AD 10 
--- L---   
 --- Addedomaros --- ---  
 --- Dubnovellaunos --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
 --- Tasciovanos --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
 --- --- --- ANDOCO --- --- --- 
    --- --- DIAS --- --- 
    --- --- RVES --- --- 
    --- SEGO (Kent) --- 
Phase 6 Phase 7 
Figure 4.14: Relative chronology of early inscribed coinages. 
 
4.2.4 Addedomaros 
In the distribution of Addedomaros’ coinage there are clear inconsistencies between 
individual types, metals and denominations (see figure 4.15). The decision of Cottam et 
al (2010, 126-7) to label him ‘Catuvellaunian’ is puzzling. His staters are found across 
the wider Eastern region, with distinct clusters of multiple finds between the Chelmer 
and Stour in Essex and along the Chilterns, on the Hertfordshire-Buckinghamshire 
border. There is, however, something of a lacuna in the central area, where they appear 
only as single finds. This area represents the focus of his gold quarters and bronzes 
(there are just two unique findspots of his rare silver coinage identified by Williams 
1998). This pattern may suggest that while his staters moved through similar networks 
to earlier uninscribed gold, his lower denomination coins circulated nearer to their 
source, perhaps at Braughing. If the four types commonly attributed to Addedomaros on 
stylistic grounds are correctly ascribed, the pattern of supply and use is more complex 
(figure 4.16). LX2 quarters (ABC 2529) are found mainly in Essex; LX3 quarters (ABC 
2526) in Essex, but with a discrete concentration in Northamptonshire, beyond the 
circulation of his other types. Both the LX21 and LX22 bronze coinages (ABC 2544, 
2541) could have been issued from the Braughing area, like the inscribed bronzes of 
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Addedomaros (ABC 2538), although the distribution of LX21 extends much further to 
the south and west. 
 
Figure 4.15: coinage of Addedomaros (density of Eastern coinages of all 
periods is shown for comparison). 
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Figure 4.16: types attributed to Addedomaros (density of Eastern coinages of all 
periods is shown for comparison). 
 
4.2.5 Dubnovellaunos 
It is unclear whether the Dubnovellaunos who issued coins in Essex and the ruler of the 
same name striking coins in a different style in Kent are the same person. 
Dubnovellaunos was perhaps a common name, hence the coinage of CVNO/DVBN 
(ABC 3008) which, given its late date, c. AD 30-40, was probably struck by another 
ruler of this name (Williams and Hobbs 2003, 55), although it could commemorate in 
some way the earlier ruler (Leins 2007a, 36; see Kretz 2006b, 2-4 for an alternative 
interpretation of this legend as [Togi]dubn[us]). Despite this, I would tend to agree with 
Kretz (1998) in seeing the Dubnovellanos in Kent and in Essex as the same individual 
(contra Rodwell 1976 and Van Arsdell 1989). It is equally probable, but unproven, that 
this is the king mentioned in the Res Gestae (RG 32).  
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Figure 4.17: Eastern types of Dubnovellaunos in Essex (density of Eastern 
coinages of all periods is shown for comparison). 
The distribution of ‘Dubnovellaunos in Essex’ coins is interesting. His staters are 
mainly confined to eastern Essex, with multiple deposits rarely located more than ten or 
fifteen miles from the coast. By contrast, his quarter staters and bronzes are found in 
north-eastern Hertfordshire and northern Essex, while his rarer silver comes from a 
limited number of findspots in the Braughing-Harlow area (figure 4.17). None of his 
coinages penetrate far into Hertfordshire, thus differing from Addedomaros’ issues. The 
distribution of British LX23 (ABC 2407), attributed to Dubnovellaunos on stylistic 
grounds, is similar to the inscribed bronze, but another stylistically ascribed coinage, 
British LX24 (ABC 2410), exhibits a similar distribution to the staters of 
Dubnovellaunos, rather than the bronzes (figure 4.18). 
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The broadly contemporary coinages of ‘Dubnovellaunos in Kent’ are shown in figure 
4.19. Staters are focussed in the far north-east of the county, on the Isle of Thanet. 
Quarter staters are found more widely along the north Kent coast, but with significant 
assemblages found around Rochester. Silver and bronze reveal distinct concentrations in 
the Medway-Gravesham and Thanet-Dover districts (see other types in the Kent section). 
If the issuer in Essex and Kent are in fact one and the same, it seems likely that he held 
sway over communities on both sides of the Thames. The distribution of earlier Gallo-
Belgic types suggests the existence of important social and exchange networks 
extending across the Thames estuary. 
 
Figure 4.18: Types attributed to Dubnovellaunos. The coastal distribution of 
LX24 differs from both LX23 and the Dubnovellaunos’ inscribed bronzes 
(density of Eastern coinages of all periods is shown for comparison). 
 
 95 
 
Figure 4.19: Kentish types of Dubnovellaunos in Kent (density of Eastern 
coinages of all periods is shown for comparison). 
 
4.2.6 Tasciovanos 
The distributions of coins of Tasciovanos neatly complement those of Dubnovellaunos, 
providing support to the hypothesis that they were contemporary leaders. They may 
have been heirs (not necessarily in a dynastic sense) to Addedomaros or may have 
issued coins simultaneously with him. While the distribution of Tasciovanos’ coins 
exhibits a considerable degree of overlap with Addedomaros’ coins, they are much 
more common to the west, along the Upper Thames Valley in Oxfordshire and along the 
Nene in Northamptonshire to the north-west. His coinage is almost entirely absent from 
Essex and Suffolk, but does appear in Kent (figures 4.20 and 4.21). It should be noted 
that numerous individual coin types have been subsumed into denominational groups as 
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differences between them are rarely easy to detect given the relatively small numbers 
involved.  
 
Figure 4.20: gold of Tasciovanos. 
In a reversal of earlier patterns, findspots of Tasciovanos’ gold are more restricted than 
his silver and bronze. This may suggest that the lower denomination coinages were 
becoming more important, or that silver had begun to usurp some of the earlier 
functions of gold. Gold finds reveal a clear concentration along the Chilterns, to the 
south-west of the River Lea, and around Verulamium (figure 4.20). In fact, Verulamium 
features prominently in coin distributions for the first time, offering support to the long 
held association between the settlement and Tasciovanos. The distribution of silver is 
similar but also demonstrates stronger clusters in the Braughing area on the Essex-
Hertfordshire border (see figure 4.21). Interestingly, Tasciovanos’ bronze coins are less 
common in the environs of Verulamium, beyond the site itself, but seem to have been 
directed more towards the ‘marginal’ communities. The clustering of bronze (and silver) 
coins at or around the major settlements is extremely clear at this time, especially in the 
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Dorchester-upon-Thames area, near Braughing, Baldock and Great Chesterford, in 
north-east Kent and along the Nene Valley. These distributions point to a close 
association between coins issued by Tasciovanos, especially lower denominational 
coinages, and the major sites and settlements of the region. 
 
Figure 4.21: silver and bronze of Tasciovanos. 
 
4.2.7 Associated types 
ANDOCO gold exhibits links with the early gold of Tasciovanos, while his silver and 
bronze suggest later parallels, suggesting that ANDOCO types may have been struck 
periodically during Tasciovanos’ reign. SEGO, DIAS and RVES, however, can only 
be related to later types of Tasciovanos. Although SEGO has been interpreted as an 
announcement of ‘victory’ (Kretz 2006a, 195), this is unlikely as the legend is shown in 
the same manner and placement as those of Tasciovanos. Precedents suggest that some 
of these legends could be considered as place names or perhaps even ethnics (Curteis 
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2006, 8). They are, however, best read as personal names of allies or subordinates (Van 
Arsdell 1989; Hobbs 1996). 
The overall distribution of ANDOCO types can be related to Tasciovanos’ coinage, but 
with his silver and bronze suggesting a clear concentration around Braughing and no 
significant distribution of findspots to the west in Oxfordshire (see figure 4.22). SEGO 
types are clearly proper to Kent, hence their recent reattribution (see Cottam et al 2010, 
44). It should be noted, however, that while their distributions make them out as being 
Kentish (figure 4.23), they are entirely Eastern in stylistic terms. The silver of DIAS 
appears to be focussed around Verulamium; the bronzes around Braughing. The entirely 
bronze coinages of RVES are found in broadly similar areas to the coinages of 
Tasciovanos. 
 
Figure 4.22: ANDOCO. 
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Figure 4.23: SEGO, RVES and DIAS. 
 
4.2.8 Cunobelin 
The coinage of Cunobelin is the most complex of the British Iron Age series in terms of 
its range of denominations and types. His gold was the subject of a major study by 
Derek Allen (1975; see also de Jersey and Wickenden 2004; Williams 2005b) and his 
silver by Philip de Jersey (2001). The kind of macro-scale analysis used here cannot do 
justice to the subject but, as the definitive example of a complex late pre-Roman multi-
denomination coinage, it warrants careful comparison with earlier patterns. As such, I 
have chosen to summarise the distributions briefly, before examining the silver in 
slightly greater detail. Although it is only eight years since de Jersey’s study of the 
silver, it represents a good case study for two reasons. Firstly, the morphology of the 
coinage is now fairly well understood. Secondly, there has been a clear increase in the 
number of provenanced coins. While de Jersey’s study drew upon 335 coins, of twenty-
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eight different types, only 203 had provenances. No new types have been identified 
since 2001, but the author’s database includes 315 provenanced coins (55% more than 
were available to de Jersey). 
 
Figure 4.24: gold of Cunobelin. 
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Figure 4.25: silver and bronze of Cunobelin. 
Overall the coins of Cunobelin are found from the Essex coast to Oxfordshire in the 
west and from the Downs in Kent and the River Thames in Berkshire to the River Nene 
and the Fens to the north. Cunobelin’s coins reach, or define, the overall distribution of 
Eastern coinage. The distributions of the different denominations and metals show clear 
differences. Staters and quarter staters are considerably rarer to the north-west, with 
very few examples being found around the Great Ouse and the River Nene, where dense 
distributions of Cunobelin’s coinage are more or less entirely formed of bronze coins. 
Staters and quarters are found together in several of the largest site assemblages but 
otherwise appear at different locations (figure 4.24). In the clustered distributions of 
silver and bronze, it is possible to identify the influence of key sites and settlements. 
Colchester was clearly a focus of coin deposition/loss, as were the areas around St 
Albans, Abingdon-Dorchester and the temple site at Harlow (figure 4.25). 
Figures 4.26 to 4.30 show the distribution of the silver coinages of Cunobelin, with the 
overall silver pattern included for comparison. Following the overall methodology 
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employed in this chapter, any type with at least five recorded provenances has been 
mapped. The types have been grouped according to the typology offered by de Jersey in 
2001. De Jersey identified six groups of silver coinage; ‘A’, ‘C’, ‘E’, ‘F’ he attributed to 
the Trinovantes; ‘B’ to the Cantii and ‘D’ to the Catuvellauni (2001, 32). His 
attributions were made by comparing distributions to assumed tribal areas.  
 
Figure 4.26: Cunobelin silver (de Jersey Groups A and B; A being attributed to 
the Trinovantes and B to the Cantii by de Jersey 2001). Note the pink dots 
indicate the location of all coins of Cunobelin. 
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Figure 4.27: Cunobelin silver (de Jersey Group C, attributed to the Trinovantes 
by de Jersey 2001). Note the westerly extension of C5 and southerly distribution 
of C1 now apparent. (The pink dots indicate the location of all coins of 
Cunobelin). 
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Figure 4.28: Cunobelin silver (de Jersey Groups D1-2 and D4-5, attributed to 
the Catuvellauni by de Jersey 2001). Note the focus around St Albans and the 
‘blank areas’ to the far west. (The pink dots indicate the location of all coins of 
Cunobelin). 
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Figure 4.29: Cunobelin silver (de Jersey Groups D3 and D6-7, attributed to the 
Catuvellauni by de Jersey 2001). Note the relative bias of far-west findspots 
exhibited by these types. (The pink dots indicate the location of all coins of 
Cunobelin). 
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Figure 4.30: Cunobelin silver (de Jersey Groups E and F, attributed to the 
Trinovantes by de Jersey 2001). (The pink dots indicate the location of all coins 
of Cunobelin). 
Series ‘A’ showed a clear association with Essex and ‘B’ with Kent (de Jersey 2001, 
24-5, figs. 15-16), both of which are still apparent in figure 4.26. The correlation 
between ‘C’ and Essex is less clear than hypothesised by de Jersey (2001, 26, fig. 17), 
with ‘C1’ now found in Kent and Essex in roughly equal numbers and ‘C5’ found 
mainly to the west (figure 4.27). In my division of de Jersey’s series ‘D’ between 
figures 4.28 and 4.29, I have attempted to show discrepancies within de Jersey’s 
‘Catuvellaunian’ group. It is possible that some types were issued from or to St Albans, 
while others seem to emanate from the Dorchester-Abingdon area. Series ‘E’ and ‘F’ 
retain convincing Essex-based distributions (figure 4.30), but like other groups, their 
composite coinages perhaps exhibit different clustering patterns around different sites 
and settlements within the wider area.  
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4.2.9 Discussion 
Between about 30 BC and AD 10 most coins issued in the Eastern region carried the 
names of a series of powerful rulers. We can identify these individuals as the successors 
of those responsible for the issue of earlier uninscribed coinages, such as British A or L. 
The dating of their reigns is imprecise and little is known of the nature of their positions, 
power, political or dynastic relationships. Stylistic links between coins issued in the 
names of Addedomaros, Dubnovellaunos, Tasciovanos and ANDOCO and between 
those of Tasciovanos, ANDOCO, SEGO, DIAS and RVES, suggest that at various 
points during the period c. 30 BC-AD 10 several individuals may have been striking 
coins at once. The same links also suggest that these individuals relied on the same 
sources of expertise and technology in the production of their coinages. The earliest 
dynastic claim was made by Cunobelin in about AD 10 and there is no compelling 
reason to believe that earlier issuers formed part of a single dynasty. 
ANDOCO and others are often thought to be subordinates of Tasciovanos, but there is 
no clear evidence to indicate a hierarchical relationship, except perhaps the fact that the 
latter’s coinage seems to have been issued on a much larger scale. It is interesting that 
where names appear together, such as the use of the TASC-ANDO legend around the 
portrait on the bronze type (ABC 2730; see also TASC-DIAS, ABC 2748), both names 
are apparently afforded equal billing. While it is not unlikely that Tasciovanos exceeded 
ANDOCO in status and wealth, this may have been less important than the fact that 
both parties benefited from the issue of a shared coinage. A parallel for such a situation 
may be found in the collegial issues struck by the Roman triumvirs Octavian, Antony 
and Lepidus from the 40s BC.  
The typological and distributional variability of early coinage, and particularly of silver 
and bronze struck between about 50 BC and 30 BC, has been shown to identify the 
existence of a number of localised coinages, which can probably be linked to the leaders 
of individual settlements, communities formed of a group of settlements or possibly 
small civitates. The period c. 30 BC-AD 10 may represent something of a transition, 
with a restricted number of wealthier and more powerful individuals beginning to assert 
their authority over these same groups. It was not, however, until the reign of Cunobelin 
that we can identify an extended period of time when coin production was entirely 
monopolised by a single person across the whole region. 
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In the context of a discussion of diplomatic relations between Britain and Rome at this 
time, Mattingly has argued that while ‘ethnic’ identities probably existed, they were less 
significant than individual rulers in the definition of power, allegiances and external 
relationships (2006, 68). It can be argued that this can be seen in the coinage. While 
there are possible aspects of tribal identities within the iconography of the Eastern 
coinage, we cannot ascribe different issues to the Catuvellauni or the Trinovantes on the 
basis of stylistic considerations alone. Style appears to link these tribes to one another 
and to communities further afield. When de Jersey (2001) attributes coins to the 
Catuvellauni, Trinovantes or Cantii, it is not done so on the basis of distinctions of style, 
but broad traits such as the inclusion of certain legends and, primarily, on distributional 
differences. In fact, he appears to suggest that the silver coinages of both the 
Catuvellauni and Trinovantes might have been produced at Colchester (2001, 30). As I 
have argued above there is no real reason to see the broad coinage groups identified by 
de Jersey as being issued by or for different tribes, rather than by Cunobelin for use 
within different settlements or communities over which his influence extended. The 
‘sub-tribal’ scale of the distributions of Cunobelin’s silver (and of earlier silver and 
bronze) supports the idea that coins tend to reveal the interaction between rulers and 
individual settlement or localised social groups. 
 109 
4.3 Kentish coinage 
Kent was probably the first part of Britain to import and use coinage from the Continent 
(see figures 4.2) and the source of Britain’s first insular coinage (potin). In later periods, 
after c. 60/50 BC, the region struck coinage in gold, silver and bronze, but was also 
heavily influenced by its neighbours to the north and west. The overall distribution 
(figure 4.31) reveals two main distinct concentrations: the first is centred on the Thanet 
and Dover districts and includes finds at Canterbury and along the River Stour; the 
second equates roughly to the Medway-Gravesham districts and includes finds around 
Rochester, Maidstone and the Romano-British temple/Iron Age site at Springhead. 
Lesser concentrations can be detected to the west, in the Brentford area and within the 
Eastern region around Braughing and Harlow. 
 
Figure 4.31: density map of Kentish style coinages of all periods. Hoards are 
excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. 
The area in figure 4.31 is traditionally interpreted as the territory of the Cantii or 
Cantiaci (Mack 1953; Van Arsdell 1989; Cottam et al 2010). The existence of a unified 
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‘tribal’ group in the period between the invasions of Caesar and Claudius, however, 
appears unlikely. Caesar refers to Cantium not the Cantii, describing it as a maritime 
region ruled by four kings (BG 5.22), perhaps hinting at its political fragmentation (see 
chapter 2). The Cantii (Ptolemy, Geography II) are likely to represent a Roman 
amalgamation of the previously independent groups in this area. The influence of 
‘external’ rulers over this region is implied later in several passages of Caesar and 
seems to be reflected in the coinage (see below). This could provide a model for other 
‘peripheral’ coin series. 
 
4.3.1 Early coinage 
The earliest significant British insular coinage was the cast, leaded-bronze ‘Thurrock’ 
potin, better referred to as the ‘Kentish Primary’ series (Holman 2000, 206). The type 
(ABC 120 ff.) represents an intermediate stage between later highly stylised ‘Flat 
Linear’ potins and earlier Apollo head/butting bull coinages of central France, 
ultimately derived from struck bronze coins issued at Marseille during the later third or 
early second century BC. The discovery of a hoard near Thurrock in Essex in 1987 
raised the possibility of their insular origins for the first time, with rare finds previously 
having been considered as Continental imports (Allen 1971). Van Arsdell (1989, 320-1) 
attributed the ‘Thurrock’ to the Trinovantes, in Essex, but this was refuted by 
Haselgrove (1995), who correctly associated them with Kent on the basis of new hoard 
and single find evidence. The clustering of these types to the east of the Stour and to a 
lesser degree around the Medway (noted by Holman 2000; Haselgrove 2006) is seen in 
figure 4.32.  
The dating of these series is still contested. Kentish Primary types are usually 
considered to have begun in the late second century BC, with Flat Linear types 
introduced during the first few decades of the first century (Haselgrove 1995, 121-4). In 
a recent synthesis of this material, however, Haselgrove (2006) has posited a 
significantly earlier second century date for the Kentish Primary series on the basis of 
new dating of parallel developments on the Continent (see also Haselgrove 1999) and 
the discovery of a stratified specimen from Maiden Castle (Sharples 1991, 155). For the 
present purposes, it is sufficient to conclude that the Kentish Primary series was 
certainly in production by the later second century and was succeeded by Flat Linear I 
and II types. As such, they were broadly contemporary with early developments of the 
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Gallo-Belgic circulation in Britain; the latest potins remained in circulation at least into 
the period of localised silver and bronze production (Haselgrove 2006, 21). 
 
Figure 4.32: Kentish Primary (Thurrock) potin. 
The distribution of Flat Linear types (see ABC 150-174) is similar to the Kentish 
Primary series, but with a more even east-west balance and additional concentrations on 
the Thames foreshore between Tower Bridge and Twickenham and in western Essex 
(figure 4.33). While the distribution patterns are clearly affected by the urban sprawl of 
London, the presence of Flat Linear types, coupled with an absence of Kentish Primary 
types, in west London, suggests a clear westerly spread of coinage in later phases of 
potin production. While significant numbers of Flat Linear I types in the Stansted-
Chelmsford area and Flat Linear II types on the Essex-Cambridgeshire- Suffolk border 
could suggest additional production to the north of the Thames (Haselgrove 1988, 117; 
Holman 2000, 224), their presence at least attests the increases in the contact between 
the Kent and Essex during the middle decades of the first century BC. The absence of 
Flat Linear II potin from Thanet is notable. 
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Figure 4.33: Class I and II potin. 
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Figure 4.34: phase 5, British P series quarters. 
The earliest uninscribed gold unique to Kent was the British P quarter stater (ABC 192, 
195), which was derived from Gallo-Belgic D. The distribution of this type suggests 
they originated in the Medway-Gravesham rather than Thanet-Dover area (figure 4.34; 
note this is a reversal of the Gallo-Belgic D pattern in figure 4.5). As these coins were 
struck in c. 60-50 BC, they may have been roughly contemporary with the later potins, 
which appear to show the same west Kent bias. The ‘second generation’ of local gold, 
the first struck in a distinctive ‘Kentish’ style, shows some continuity of distribution 
(figure 4.35). Few phase 6 staters have been found in east Kent, although quarter staters 
are found in both the east and west. Individual types are rarely numerous enough to 
contrast with the overall distribution; with only Chris Rudd’s ‘Double Torc’ type (ABC 
210) perhaps revealing slight differences in its circulation. The absence of late Flat 
Linear potin from Thanet appears to be mirrored by a near absence of the broadly 
contemporary quarters of phase 5 or 6. 
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Figure 4.35: phase 6 gold. 
The distribution of phase 6 silver coins also exhibits the same concentrations in the 
Medway-Gravesham and Thanet-Dover areas (figure 4.36). In contrast to the pattern 
exhibited by Eastern phase 6 silver, types cannot easily be attributed to one or other of 
these concentrations, apparently moving freely between them. As such, a number of 
types which show no clear distinction have been grouped together in the ‘phase 6 silver’ 
distribution. It should be noted, however, that many of these types have only recently 
been identified and the numbers of specimens is often not great. One new type, Chris 
Rudd’s ‘Torc-headed Pegasus’ type (ABC 219), is perhaps beginning to demonstrate a 
westerly focus in the Medway-Gravesham area. Localised distributions are more 
apparent in the contemporary struck bronze (see figures 4.37 to 4.40). Chris Rudd’s 
‘Boar and Pentagram’ type (ABC 285) can be seen to exhibit a distribution centred on 
the Medway-Gravesham area, if not in Essex. Its attribution to Kent, proposed on 
stylistic grounds by Cottam et al (2010, 38) may be incorrect. While types such as 
British LY7 (ABC 267) and LY8 (ABC 270) seem to have circulated freely in both east 
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and west Kent, others, including Rudd’s ‘Clumpy Pegasus’ (ABC 276), ‘Sandwich five-
tails’ (ABC 279) and ABC 339 (which is best left with phase 6 uninscribed bronze 
rather than attributed to Dubnovellaunos; see Cottam et al 2010, 40) are found more 
commonly in Thanet-Dover (figure 4.39). 
 
Figure 4.36: phase 6 silver. 
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Figure 4.37: phase 6 bronzes with selected types shown. Note the westerly (or 
Essex) origins of the ‘Boar and Pentagram’ type. 
 
 
 117 
 
Figure 4.38: phase 6 bronzes with selected types shown. Types showing little 
distinction between east and west Kent. 
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Figure 4.39: phase 6 bronzes with selected types shown. Bronzes proper to 
communities in east Kent? 
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Figure 4.40: phase 6 bronzes with selected types shown. Only ABC 336, recently 
re-attributed to Dubnovellaunos by Cottam et al 2010, might reveal a sub-
regional bias. 
 
4.3.2 Inscribed coinage 
The earliest inscribed types, those of Dubnovellaunos issued in phase 7 (c. 20 BC-AD 
10), are discussed in the Eastern section (see figure 4.19). Broadly contemporary with 
these are the issues of VOSENOS and SAM, the former issuing gold similar in style to 
those issued by Dubnovellaunos and silver; the latter striking in silver and bronze 
(figure 4.41). While VOSENOS staters are too rare to offer a useful distribution, his 
quarters and silver suggest a clear focus on east Kent, perhaps around Canterbury. The 
distribution of SAM types is extremely interesting. His bronze is found in both of the 
main coin-using districts (Gravesham-Medway and Thanet-Dover), while his silver 
shows no real overlap with this distribution, being clearly concentrated at sites to the 
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west of Springhead (in the Dartford and Sevenoaks districts). The east-west division 
between his bronze and silver is very distinctive and will be discussed below (see also 
chapter 6). 
The dating of Eppillus’ reign is unclear, although it appears to span the decades either 
side of the turn of the millennium (de Jersey 1996, 29-30). Despite a self-proclaimed 
status as a son of Commios, Eppillus appears to have issued many more coins in Kent 
than he did further to the west, a fact usually interpreted as a sign of his displacement 
from the Southern ‘kingdom’ (e.g. Salway 1981, 56). It is likely that there was some 
overlap with the rulers discussed above. Eppillus’ Kentish coinage is struck in gold, 
silver and bronze, in keeping with local tradition. As with previous coinages, we can see 
differences in the distributions of coins of different denominations (figure 4.42). While 
his bronze appears in roughly equal numbers in the Medway-Gravesham and Thanet-
Dover areas, his gold quarters and silver are more or less confined to Thanet-Dover with 
particular concentrations around Canterbury. 
 
Figure 4.41: distribution of VOSENOS and SAM coins. 
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The influence of Cunobelin’s coinage in Kent has been discussed above. Coinage issued 
with the legends SOL (ABC 477) or SOLIDV/CVNO (ABC 474) were presumably 
contemporary with or immediately succeeded regular issues of Cunobelin. While these 
are too rare to be interpreted clearly, those of Amminus (ABC 456 ff.), probably the 
‘Adminius’ described as a son of Cunobelin by Suetonius (Caligula 44), are found to 
the north of the Thames. His bronze reveals a clear east Kent bias (figure 4.43). 
 
Figure 4.42: distribution of Eppillus coins. 
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Figure 4.43: distribution of SOLIDV/CVNO and AMMINVS coins. 
 
4.3.3 Discussion 
The distribution of Kentish types suggests there were two clear zones of coin-use in the 
region, in the Thanet-Dover and Medway-Gravesham districts (which clearly reflect 
more than the location of recording work by David Holman and others and relate to the 
major areas of Iron Age settlement). While there is clear evidence for the social and 
political fragmentation of Cantium in the pre-Roman period, most early coinages appear 
to have circulated across both of these areas. In some individual issues, such as British P 
quarter staters or ‘Clumpy Pegasus’ bronzes, however, we can detect the east or west 
origin or destination of particular coinages. As such, whatever, the source of particular 
coinages they were usually dispersed through social and economic networks that 
extended between the major communities all along the north coast of the county. 
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In the inscribed period, different denominations often exhibit different distributions. 
Similar patterns were observed within the inscribed Eastern series, but are more clearly 
seen in contemporary Kentish types. While this could be argued to reflect functional 
differences between sites, there are problems with such an interpretation. Firstly, 
Holman has noted that most of the Iron Age sites where coins have been found in Kent 
lack clearly identified functions (2005, 284-5). Even those sites that went on to have 
clear religious functions in the Roman period appear to have been functionally 
ambiguous in the Iron Age. Secondly, there is clearly a geographical element to this 
phenomenon, most apparent in the distribution of SAM coinages (figure 4.41). These 
patterns vary from one issuer to the next. It is possible that these patterns reflect, to a 
degree, the peculiarities of changing demand. While SAM appears to have issued 
bronze in or for the communities of east Kent, his silver issues appear only at the 
opposite end of the county. Eppillus, probably striking some years later, may have 
directed his silver unit and minim coinages more towards east Kent in response to a lack 
of availability of that denomination. Alternatively, the direction of SAM silver to 
communities in western Kent may result from the varied interests of its issuer if 
different denominations were used in different types of socio-political and economic 
interaction. 
It is very clear that Kent was tied into complex relationships with communities further 
to the west, north and across the Channel. The latter is evident in the early production of 
potin to Continental styles and standards, the stylistic relationships between some 
Kentish struck silver and bronze and those of the near Continent and the importance of 
Kent in the distribution of Gallo-Belgic A and, particularly, Gallo-Belgic D (figure 4.5). 
Relationships with communities in Essex (and the wider Eastern coin-using region) are 
clear from concentrations of potin in the Braughing-Harlow area and the circulation of 
inscribed coinage of Dubnovellaunos in Essex and Kent. Tasciovanos, Eppillus and 
Cunobelin all issued coins in Kent despite apparently originating outside the region. 
While we can identify a Kentish ‘style’ in the coinage, there is little evidence of a clear 
dynastic or independent ‘tribe’. Social, political and ethnic identities may have been 
closely interwoven with those of the wider Eastern and Southern areas, but secondary to 
local identities. Coinage appears to reveal a series of coastal settlements and sites and 
the interactions between them. It is clear, however, that the impetus for coin issue in the 
area often came from external sources, perhaps pointing to an absence of powerful and 
wealthy local rulers. 
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4.4 Southern coinage 
The Southern series includes a number of uninscribed and inscribed coins variously 
associated with the Atrebates, Regni (or Regini) and Belgae (cf. Allen 1944; Mack 1953; 
Van Arsdell 1989; Cunliffe 2005; Cottam et al 2010). The Atrebates are recorded by 
Caesar (BG 2.4), but only as a Gaulish civitas group. The first reference to the Atrebates 
in a British context is in Ptolemy (Geography II, ii), written in the mid-second century 
AD, when they appear in his list of civitates, with their capital identified as Calleva 
(Silchester). It is clear from coin inscriptions (ABC 1148, 1160) and excavations that 
Silchester was already an important site in the Iron Age (see also Clarke and Fulford 
2002). Commios, who issued the first Southern inscribed coins in about 40 BC, is 
usually equated with the man of the same name who was sent to Britain by Caesar (BG 
4.21). As the latter is known to have been a king of the Atrebates (in Gaul), it is usually 
considered that the Atrebates also featured in the political geography of Britain, at least 
after c. 55 BC. Although Caesar records the presence of ethnic Belgic settlers in Britain 
before 55 BC, the Belgae and the Regni are first attested by Ptolemy as Roman civitates 
based around Venta (Winchester) and Noviomagus (Chichester) respectively. Even if all 
three Roman civitates had roots in the pre-conquest period, they cannot be assumed to 
be the only discrete polities in the Southern coin-using region before AD 43.  
Figure 4.44 shows the cumulative distribution of Southern coinage, which extends along 
the south coast from Eastbourne to the Solent and inland through Hampshire, into 
Wiltshire and as far as the River Thames in Oxfordshire. To the north-east, significant 
concentrations can be seen in Berkshire, Surrey and northern Hampshire. Southern 
types are also found in the neighbouring coinage regions with a notable concentration 
around the River Lea in Hertfordshire and Essex. As will be shown, however, this is as 
much a product of the complex relationship between style, distribution and attribution. 
The distributional void, which runs westwards from the Weald, has been identified in 
other distribution maps (e.g. Van Arsdell 1989, 461 ff.) and remains apparent. The 
discrete ‘Berkshire’ series, identified by Rudd 2006a and incorporated into the recent 
catalogue of Cottam et al 2010, can be seen to lie within the wider Southern area 
delimited by the density plot of Southern types in figure 4.44. This is considered within 
the Southern series below. 
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Figure 4.44: density map of Southern style coinages of all periods. Hoards are 
excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. The discrete 
‘Berkshire’ series (Rudd 2006a) is also excluded from the density plot, but 
shown as blue squares. 
 
4.4.1 Early coinage 
As with the Eastern series, the overall distribution of Southern style types obscures 
palpable differences between coins of different date, metal and denomination (chapter 
6). Many individual stylistically Southern coinages can be seen to have circulated within 
just a small portion of the area in figure 4.44, while other types with stronger stylistic 
links to neighbouring traditions circulate alongside them. British A ‘South’ (ABC 482) 
has been identified as perhaps the earliest insular coinage to have circulated exclusively 
to the south of the River Thames (figure 4.45), an area that had otherwise received only 
the broadly contemporary imported Gallo-Belgic C and D coins. Despite apparently 
being struck by the same craftsmen as the Eastern British A ‘North’, British A ‘South’ 
has recently been catalogued as Southern and associated with the Atrebates and Regni 
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(Cottam et al 2010, 47). This coinage can only be reconciled with tribal numismatic 
approaches by accepting that it was struck by craftsmen of the Catuvellauni or 
Trinovantes for their southern neighbours. This is less problematic under the alternative 
production model proposed in the previous chapter, where issuers may have called upon 
the services of the same moneyers who were independent from any socio-political or 
tribal authority at this time. 
 
Figure 4.45: British A: ABC 482=VA 202, British B, C and D staters (phase 4-5). 
The distributions of the slightly later phase 4-5 coinages, British B, C and D staters 
(ABC 746, 518, 755) and O quarters (533, 536, 767 etc) are also instructive. On stylistic 
and metrological grounds British B can be said to have developed from British A. The 
focus of its distribution on western Hampshire, southern Wiltshire and eastern Dorset is 
seen to justify its association with later South Western coinages, attributed to the 
Durotriges (Van Arsdell 1989). Much of this coinage’s northerly and easterly 
distribution, however, can be seen to lie within the main distribution of Southern types, 
while its westerly extension falls short of the distribution of later South Western types 
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(see figure 4.66). As such, we can neither isolate it from the Southern series, nor fully 
associate it with the ‘South Western’ on either stylistic or distributional grounds. The 
coinage cannot be pigeon-holed into one series or the other, but should be seen to 
represent a stage in the development of both the Southern and South Western coinage 
traditions. 
By 2007, one hundred specimens of British D had been recorded from twenty-three 
different sites, revealing a clustered distribution around Wickham and Hambledon in 
Hampshire. Van Arsdell attributed this type to the Durotriges (1989, 287-91) as it 
developed directly from British B. In recognition of its different distribution, Cottam et 
al (2010, 57) have ascribed it to the Belgae. In reality it is clear that while British D was 
derived from B, it was struck at, or entered circulation through, a localised community 
or small group of settlements that lay just beyond the distribution of its prototype (see 
figure 4.45). Thus, British D demonstrates the complex process through which coinage 
spread: an accepted circulating coinage could inspire new coinages within or beyond the 
limits of its distribution, simultaneously influencing new types issued at geographically 
removed locations. This pattern makes most sense if we consider there to have been a 
number of localised issuing authorities with a broad reliance on a limited source of 
expertise that was not controlled or monopolised by a single individual or tribal 
authority.  
The overall distribution of British O quarters is widespread, corresponding fairly well 
with that of British A. It is clear, however, that minor typological differences are 
reflected in their distributions (figure 4.46). British O: ABC 533/536 is found mainly 
around Selsey, with O: ABC 2205 found further to the west and O: ABC 767 to the 
north. This has led coins which exhibit only minor typological variations to be 
associated with three different tribes (Van Arsdell 1989, Cottam et al 2010). It is 
unclear from the distribution whether all of these coinages were struck at, or distributed 
from the Chichester area, subsequently travelling to different communities through 
different social and economic networks or whether they were stuck locally and moved 
to the Chichester area which was central to the aforementioned networks. It should be 
noted that the Selsey-Chichester area, so prominent in the distribution of quarter staters, 
is almost completely devoid of early staters. 
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Figure 4.46: British O quarters, divided by Van Arsdell type. 
The main Southern gold coinages of phases 5-6 are British QA and QB staters and QC 
quarters (see figures 4.47 to 4.50). Elsewhere these have been shown to consist of a 
series of issues with close stylistic links, indicative of continuities of production 
technology and craftsmanship, but which frequently exhibit discrete, localised and split 
distribution patterns (Leins 2008, 104-6). British QA (ABC 485, 494, 497 etc) can be 
seen to lie within the overall distribution of Southern coinage, but not to have circulated 
to the east of Chichester and Selsey. With the exception of finds at major sites like 
Winchester, Chichester and Selsey, QB staters (ABC 488, 521) reveal little overlap with 
QA types, exhibiting a distinctively different distribution pattern (figure 4.47). In fact, 
many QB staters lie beyond the main distribution area of Southern coinage.  
 129 
 
Figure 4.47: phase 5/6 stater coinages, showing the difference between the 
distribution of QA and QB staters. 
The apparent complex nature of the relationship between style, production authority and 
circulation is perhaps more apparent still in the distributions of the many varieties of 
gold ‘QC’ quarter stater. Cottam et al (2010) have identified a number of obvious 
misattributions within this material, such as VA 244 = ABC 2469. This type was seen as 
a QC variety by Van Arsdell and attributed to the Atrebates. Its style, however, is 
clearly Eastern and its origins to the north of River Thames are confirmed by the 
analysis of its distribution shown here (figure 4.48). In order to reconcile the 
distributional differences and stylistic links between QC varieties, Cottam et al (2010) 
reveal an inconsistency in their methodology common to all tribal numismatic 
approaches. The QC variants VA 220 (ABC 503), VA 222 (ABC 500), VA 226 and VA 
228 (both ABC 509) are attributed to the same authority because of obvious stylistic 
links, despite the clear differences in their circulation as indicated by their findspots (see 
figure 4.48 and 4.49). Conversely, VA 224 (ABC 2093) has been ascribed to the ‘East 
Wiltshire’ series by Cottam et al (2010, 107) due to its discrete distribution (figure 4.48), 
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although it is clearly a product of the same workshop or craftsmen as the others listed 
above. It is again important to remember that the above picture represents a 
simplification of the true distribution pattern, as just eleven of the fifty or more types 
identified by Cottam et al (2010) have so far produced five or more provenanced 
examples. 
 
Figure 4.48: all phase 5/6 quarter staters (shown as solid circles), with selected 
types overlaid. Note the more northerly distribution of ABC 2469, 500 and 503 
and the westerly focus of ABC 2093. All are exceptionally close in style. 
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Figure 4.49: all phase 5/6 quarter staters (shown as solid circles), with selected 
types overlaid. Although ABC 509 is very similar to the coins in figure 4.47, the 
distribution is very different. 
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Figure 4.50: all phase 5-6 quarter staters (shown as solid circles), with selected 
types overlaid. The remaining QC variants shown in this map also reveal 
localised distributional patterns. 
Contemporary silver coinages also reveal distributional differences. Twelve types with 
more than five provenanced examples are mapped in figures 4.51 to 4.53. This 
represents a small sample of the seventy plus discrete Southern silver types identified by 
Cottam et al 2010 (47 ff.). This hints at a similar situation to that hypothesised for Essex 
and Hertfordshire (above), with a proliferation of relatively small scale, localised 
coinages springing up across an extended area. Rudd (2006a) maps many more of these 
Southern coinages, although the number of specimens of each was often very low, 
making it difficult to read too much into his distribution patterns. Despite this, both 
Rudd’s survey and the present analysis emphasise the localised distribution patterns that 
should prevent the early uninscribed silver of the Southern region from being simply 
considered as a single group.  
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Rudd (2006a; see also Cottam et al 2010, 65) ascribes distributional differences to the 
existence of three tribal groups; the Atrebates, Regni and Belgae, with a separate 
‘Berkshire’ series being identified. The coins of the ‘Berkshire’ series (ABC 998-1016) 
exhibit a clear distributional pattern (figure 4.51). In fact, if Selsey-Chichester is seen to 
perform a similar role to Braughing in the Eastern region, drawing in types from a 
variety of more localised distribution areas, other coinages such as Chris Rudd’s ‘Old 
Basing’ silver unit (ABC 836) can perhaps be ascribed to the same ‘Berkshire series’. 
The distribution of the ‘Berkshire’ coinages lies within the overall distribution of 
Southern style coinages as indicated by the density plot in figure 4.51. They should be 
seen, therefore, as part of the Southern stylistic development and as a series of related 
issues emanating from a settlement or community of neighbouring settlements in 
Berkshire. 
 
Figure 4.51: the distribution of ‘Berkshire’ series coinages within the Southern 
stylistic region (as indicated by the density plot of Southern types). 
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Figure 4.52: all phase 5-6 silver (shown as pale-coloured circles), with selected 
types overlaid. Note the localised patterns of ABC 959 = LZ10 silver. 
The distributions of the types in figures 4.52 to 4.53 have been seen to identify the 
existence of distinct coinages of the Atrebates, Belgae and Regni (see, for example, 
Cottam et al 2010). While the distribution of, say, the ‘Arundel Moon Man’ type (ABC 
671) supports its association with the Regni (assuming for a moment that they existed in 
the pre-Roman period) due to the concentration of findspots in and around Chichester 
(figure 4.53), other types sit less well with tribal attributions. British LZ10 (ABC 959) 
appears to have been a highly localised issue (figure 4.52), while the ‘Hampshire Thin’ 
silver unit (ABC 911) is difficult to reconcile with any of the hypothesised tribal 
patterns. Rather than revealing neat tribal distinctions, the uninscribed silver (and gold) 
of the Southern tradition points to the emergence of localised issues from individual 
settlements. Small scale coinages sometimes reveal their local origins, while other 
issues that were produced on a larger scale spread over a wider distance. 
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Figure 4.53: all phase 5/6 silver (shown as pale-coloured circles), with selected 
types overlaid. 
 
4.4.2 Inscribed coinage 
The ‘Southern dynasty’ is a less controversial concept than the ‘Eastern dynasty’ as, 
although filiations cannot always be read at face value, they were clearly a significant 
aspect even on the earliest inscribed Southern types, with Tincomarus, Eppillus and 
Verica all claiming to be a ‘son of Commius’ (Commios). 
 
4.4.3 Commios 
The earliest inscribed Southern coinage was issued in the name of COMMIOS, who can 
perhaps be associated with the figure of the same name (Commius in Latin) mentioned 
by Caesar in his accounts of the Roman campaigns in Gaul (BG 4.21). Conveniently, 
Caesar’s Commius is thought to have fled to Britain in about 50 BC (see Frontinus, 
 136 
Strategematan II 13.11 and Creighton 2000 and Williams 2005c, 74-5 for details of the 
relationship between the historically and numismatically attested figures). Alternatively, 
the Commios named on the coins is sometimes interpreted as ‘Commios, son of 
Commios’ (see Hobbs 1996, 17). The dating of Commios is still uncertain; Van Arsdell 
(1989, 128) and Cottam et al (2010) favour a date as early as 45 BC, while others 
favour a date closer to 30 BC (Cunliffe 2005, 142).  
 
Figure 4.54: gold coinages in the name of and attributed to Commios. 
Commios’ staters show close typological links with British QA and are consistent with 
a production date as early as c. 40 BC. Commios’ staters (ABC 1022, 1025) are found 
around Chichester and Selsey but are mainly concentrated further to the north-west, 
around the upper reaches of the River Test and between the Kennet and the Thames. A 
number of other issues are usually attributed to Commios due to their stylistic links with 
his staters. The distribution of LX8 silver units (ABC 1034-40) is broadly consistent 
with Commios’ staters, but ‘Gallo-Belgic XC2’ quarters (ABC 1031) are clearly 
focussed around Selsey. The silver units inscribed E or EX (ABC 995) were ascribed to 
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Commios in an earlier draft of Ancient British Coinage (Cottam et al 2010), but were 
presumably reattributed prior to its publication due to their different and localised 
distribution (figure 4.54 and 4.55). 
 
Figure 4.55: silver coinages in the name of and attributed to Commios. 
 
4.4.4 Tincomarus 
Tincomarus, whose legends proclaim him as the son of Commius (Commios), can 
perhaps be identified as the king Ti(n) named with ‘Dumnobellaunus’ in the Res Gestae 
(Res Gestae 32). Tincomarus was certainly a contemporary of Augustus and may have 
ruled between about 25/20 BC and AD 10. His gold staters demonstrate a broadly 
similar distribution to those issued by Commios, but with perhaps less focus to the 
north-west (figure 4.56). His silver reveals notable concentrations around Winchester 
and particular Selsey-Chichester (figure 4.57). It should be noted that the individual 
types of Tincomarus (and the issuers below) have been mapped in denominational 
groups. 
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Figure 4.56: gold coins of Tincomarus. 
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Figure 4.57: silver coins of Tincomarus. 
 
4.4.5 Eppillus 
Although associated with the Southern region on account of his self-proclaimed status 
as a son of Commios, his Southern style coinages are in fact rarer than those issued in 
Kent. His inscriptions make clear an association with Silchester, which is broadly 
reflected in the distribution of his rare staters (dominated by coins from the Alton hoard) 
and his quarters and silver (dominated by the Waltham St Lawrence hoard and the 
temple site at Wanborough). While the number of extant Eppillus coins remains small 
(figure 4.58 and 4.59), the relative lack of examples from the Selsey-Chichester area, so 
prominent in other Southern distributions, appears to confirm the ruler’s northerly 
associations. 
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Figure 4.58: gold of Eppillus. 
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Figure 4.59: silver of Eppillus. 
 
4.4.6 Verica 
There can we little doubt that Verica is the ‘Berikos’ mentioned by Dio (LX.19), 
although his claim to be a son of Commios is often rejected on account of his dates (c. 
AD 10-40) and interpreted as a claim of descendancy only (e.g. Hobbs 1996, 18). The 
overall distribution of his coins is similar to those of Commios and particularly 
Tincomarus. His silver, however, reveals a much stronger presence to the north, in 
Berkshire and Oxfordshire, than his gold (see figures 4.60 and 4.61). The wider 
distribution of silver than gold appears to mirror a phenomenon noted for the coinages 
of Tasciovanos, and especially Cunobelin, to the north.  
 142 
 
Figure 4.60: gold of Verica. 
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Figure 4.61: silver of Verica. 
 
4.4.7 Epaticcus and Cara(tacus) 
Despite proclaiming himself as ‘son of Tasciovanus’ (Tasciovanos) on his coin legends, 
which tie him into the Eastern ‘kingdom’, Epaticcus issued coins in the Southern style 
and in line with the Southern denominational system. As such, he is usually treated as 
part of the Southern tradition (Allen 1944, 26-7; Van Arsdell 1989; Cottam et al 2010, 
66, 75-6). His presence has been suggested to show the encroachment of Eastern rulers 
into the Southern kingdom and is cited as the reason for Verica’s flight to Rome (Van 
Arsdell 1989, 179). It was suggested in the previous chapter that opportunities for an 
individual to establish a position for themselves amongst a local community were 
common given the potentially fluid socio-political environment of southern Britain at 
this time. Epaticcus’ coins perhaps reflect the blending of local and family traditions 
and identities in order to strengthen his own position. The distribution of his coinage is 
interesting. His rare staters are not found around Selsey-Chichester or along the south 
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coast. Excluding finds at Wanborough and in the Waltham St Lawrence hoard, his silver 
minim coinage, however, appears to have circulated close to the major sites of 
Winchester and Chichester. Few are found further to the north. By contrast, his silver 
units, which are also found at these sites, exhibit prominent concentrations to the north-
west, between the Kennet and Avon and the Thames (figure 4.62). Coins with the 
legend CARA, probably correctly associated with Caratacus, the son of Cunobelin, 
demonstrate a similar northerly focus (figure 4.63). 
 
Figure 4.62: coinages of Epaticcus. 
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Figure 4.63: coinages inscribed CRAB and CARA. 
 
4.4.8 Summary 
The numismatic evidence identifies the development of a strong Southern ‘dynasty’ 
beginning with Commios and including Tincomarus, Eppillus and Verica. Despite this, 
it is still difficult to relate these rulers to ethnic or ‘tribal’ groups. The distributions of 
their coinage correspond to at least three different civitates of the period after AD 43 
and this number could have been higher or lower during the later Iron Age. Tribal 
identities were not a significant element of the coinage during the ‘inscribed period’. 
Instead it is perhaps better to try to relate these individual rulers to particular settlements 
and shifting communities spread over a broad area of southern England to the south of 
the Thames. These disparate communities are likely to have been tied to one another by 
a range of long established social and economic relationships and possibly by fluid 
ethnic and political affiliations. The post-conquest extension of tribal identities across 
this area is perhaps more likely to be an outcome of the development of the Southern 
dynasty than the vehicle through which they established their power. 
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Such an interpretation is entirely consistent with the distribution patterns exhibited by 
the early uninscribed coinages struck in the decades either side of the invasions of 
Caesar, which fail to identify any coherent tribal groupings or identities. Stylistic 
affinities and distributional patterns cut across any tribal boundaries that we might 
identify on the basis of the Roman administrative system described by Ptolemy. While 
Rudd (2006a) and Cottam et al (2010) have managed to ascribe most uninscribed coins 
to either the Atrebates, Belgae, Regni or the enigmatic ‘Berkshire’ series, they achieve 
this only by allowing distributional considerations to dominate, with stylistic and 
production links extending across their tribal boundaries. The failure to match stylistic 
and distributional differences undermines any argument suggesting that static tribal 
identities and boundaries were a key feature of this period, determining coin styles and 
their distribution patterns.  
The patterns seen in this area at this time make most sense in the context of the 
alternative production model proposed in the previous chapter. In the often small scale 
distributions of uninscribed gold and silver we can detect the actions of extremely 
localised communities or even individual settlements, which collectively drew on the 
same limited sources of production expertise and technology. Access to coin production 
was not monopolised by tribal authorities, but was available to a wide group of 
communities and their leaders across an area in regular social and economic contact. In 
the wider distributions of some coinages, like British QA or QB, we can detect elements 
of the wider social and economic networks that extended across southern England, 
through which coin-use spread. Later, under the growing influence of powerful 
individuals, these communities were drawn together to form a ‘Southern kindgom’. 
Shifting distribution patterns, and the case of Epaticcus, demonstrate that the positions 
of these individuals were potentially dynamic and unstable. 
As in the Eastern and Kentish regions, we can identify a number of major settlements in 
the coin distributions, including Winchester, Chichester and Silchester, all of which 
went on to become civitas capitals under the Romans. Interestingly, Silchester appears 
less significant than the others despite featuring in the coin legends of Eppillus. Other 
sites, however, such as Danebury and Hambledon were clearly of some significance too. 
In later periods, we can then perhaps trace the foundation of the Southern ‘dynasty’ as 
individual rulers attempted to establish their influence over these communities, 
sometimes against competition from individuals with associations beyond the Southern 
region, such as Epaticcus. 
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4.5 The South West 
The distribution of South Western style coinages traditionally associated with the 
Durotriges is shown in figure 4.64. It can be seen to comprise several discrete 
concentrations. A weaker distribution can be identified around the Test in Hampshire 
and is formed of a band of single finds and small assemblages to the east of the river 
and a number of hoards to the west of the river in the New Forest and Upper Test 
Valley. The clearest concentration lies along the Stour Valley, extending to the north-
west from the key site at Hengistbury Head. Lesser concentrations can also be seen 
further to the west, with a number of single finds and small assemblages found on the 
Isle of Purbeck and in the Dorchester-Weymouth area of Dorset and between the River 
Brue and the River Parrett in Somerset. The clustered nature of the density map should 
be noted. 
 
Figure 4.64: density map of South Western style coinages of all periods. Hoards 
are excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles.  
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The South Western series is usually thought to begin with British B staters and British 
O: ABC 2205 quarter staters (Van Arsdell 1989), which were both struck c. 80-50 BC 
(Haselgrove 1993, 39-40). British B clearly formed the prototype for later South 
Western silver (ABC 2157/69) and bronze staters (ABC 2175). As British B and 
subsequent silver staters appear together in hoards (see South Wight, Isle of Wight 
hoard TAR 2004, 170, no. 421) it is clear that they formed part of an integrated coinage 
system. The distribution of British B staters, however, suggests that they circulated over 
a wide area of western Hampshire, south Wiltshire and east Dorset, including territory 
around Winchester, beyond the River Test (figure 4.65). As such there is no precise 
correlation with the distribution of later South Western silver and bronze, which are 
more clearly focussed to the west of the Avon (figures 4.66 and 4.67). Links between 
British B and later developments in the Solent area suggest the type cannot be 
considered exclusively South Western; that is to say, it is not unique to the main 
communities producing and using the later silver and bronze coinages. The gold staters 
unite the area that later used South Western silver and bronze with social groups further 
to the east who subsequently used different types and styles of coinage. 
 
Figure 4.65: South Western prototype coinages. 
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Figure 4.66: South Western silver coinages. 
The South Western series is the most conservative of British Iron Age coinage. Silver, 
produced from about 50 BC, was struck in the same stater and quarter denominations as 
the earlier gold. Later bronze coins were again struck as staters. The same obverse and 
reverse designs were maintained throughout. Analysis of style, weight standard and 
hoard compositions leave little doubt that gold, silver and bronze staters formed 
successive stages of a single production sequence. The roughly even balance between 
struck silver and bronze coinage in the surviving sample may suggest that the transition 
to an essentially base metal coinage occurred in about 1 BC/AD (assuming a more or 
less regular and constant production) or perhaps a little later (if production intensified 
over time). The dating of the cast bronze coins featuring a simplified version of the 
same designs is less clear. These could postdate or run contemporaneously with the 
struck bronze. As 98% of the cast series coins come from Holdenhurst or Hengistbury 
Head, it is possible that they served a restricted local function (this fact has also been 
observed by Cottam et al 2010, 21). 
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Figure 4.67: later South Western struck and cast bronze coinages. 
Although the metallic composition of the stater changed through time, from gold to 
silver to bronze, this was of course a gradual process. Hoards suggest that gold and 
silver circulated together (see South Wight hoard mentioned above) just as debased 
silver and bronze staters did (see West Wight, Isle of Wight hoard TAR 2005/6, 186-7, 
no. 1052). This variation need not have reduced the acceptability of the coinage, but is 
likely to have necessitated the weighing and even testing of coins at the point of 
transaction (for possible evidence and interpretations of test-cutting, a practice which 
appears unique to South Western coins in the Iron Age, see De Jersey 2005). This may 
have resulted in better quality metal coins having been driven out of circulation 
according to Gresham’s Law. The high number of large hoards in this region may 
partially attest such processes. There was no move to introduce Romanized designs or 
any use of inscriptions. 
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4.5.1 Archaeology and interpretation 
Allen (1944; 1960) associated the South Western coinage with the Durotriges, who are 
described by Cunliffe as ‘a close knit confederacy of smaller units centred upon modern 
Dorset’ (2005, 178). Pottery and numismatic style and distribution patterns provides the 
best evidence for the unity of this region, although these do not precisely correlate with 
one another. Settlement evidence, burial practices and coinage show no signs of clear 
social demarcation or the emergence of dominant elites seen in other parts of lowland 
Britain (Cunliffe 2005, 189). A recent assessment of the archaeological evidence for the 
region (Papworth 2008) has suggested that, despite a reliance on similar coins and 
pottery that reveal some kind of shared identity, the settlement evidence points to the 
existence of a number of independent social groups in the area later associated with the 
Durotriges (see also Blackmore et al 1979). 
Prior to about 50 BC, archaeological and numismatic evidence suggests that the region 
prospered, benefiting from overseas trade, particularly with trading partners in Armorica. 
These contacts were abruptly curtailed by the Roman conquest of Gaul, which saw the 
Armorican region suffer as a result of its opposition to the Roman invasion. After this 
time, the communities of this region are usually thought to have become increasingly 
isolated from their British as well as continental neighbours, with the debasement and 
appearance of their coinage a testament to their economic impoverishment (Cunliffe 
2005, 178). 
The distribution of early ‘South Western’ gold suggests that it cannot be associated only 
with the communities that later used South Western style silver and bronze coins. 
Instead it was adopted by communities living around Winchester and the River Test 
(part of the territory of the ‘Belgae’ if we project Roman civitates back into the Iron 
Age) and in the Stour Valley region of east Dorset (part of the ‘Durotriges’) from 
around 80 BC. It is unclear whether these early coins were produced in east Dorset, but 
findspots of earlier British A certainly suggest that coinage spread from Hampshire into 
Dorset. Thus, it is likely that the introduction of coinage to the Stour Valley area reflects 
the adoption of a new technology and its circulation through social and economic 
networks that extended between the communities west of the Avon and east of the Test. 
In subsequent periods the communities of the Stour Valley produced silver coinage to 
the same module and design, presumably acquiring the technology or expertise for their 
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issue from their eastern neighbours. Coin pellet moulds were excavated at Hod Hill 
(Richmond 1968) and silver and bronze coin blanks have been found at Hod Hill, 
Hengistbury Head and in the Holdenhurst hoard (figure 4.68). General metal-working 
evidence at Gussage All Saints (Spratling 1979; Foster 1980) may also be relevant. 
Although less conclusive than in the North Eastern region (see chapter 5), the possible 
evidence for decentralised production would be entirely in keeping with the suggestion 
that the South Western region was subdivided into a number of smaller communities or 
groups (Papworth 2008) and a production model similar to that proposed in chapter 3. 
By the time the communities of the Stour Valley had begun to strike localised silver 
coinages, those further to the east were beginning to be influenced by, or were actively 
producing innovative bi-metallic coinages, including the widespread ‘British Q’ gold 
series and numerous small scale silver coinages struck on a smaller module coin.  
 
Figure 4.68: evidence for coin production in the South Western coin region. 
De Jersey (2007a; see also Cottam et al 2010) has argued that progressive debasement 
of South Western coinage reflects the lack of available gold and silver that resulted from 
the curtailment of links first with Armorica and then their eastern neighbours. This, 
however, is likely to offer only a partial explanation for the later developments within 
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the South Western series. While the distribution of later silver and bronze appear to 
clearly demonstrate the Stour Valley origins of these issues, there are still significant 
numbers of findspots along the Test, suggesting that earlier contacts persisted well into 
the first century AD. As such, the failure of the communities of the Stour Valley to 
obtain new technologies and to introduce new style coinages could suggest that the 
coinages that they produced from the later first century proved adequate for the day to 
day needs of their local society and economy. The failure to produce higher value gold 
denominations, to embrace new iconographic opportunities or to introduce inscriptions, 
all hint at a different socio-political structure and a lack of elites and ambitious local 
leaders with the resources and impetus to produce such coinages. 
 
 
4.6 The West 
Western style coinages (cf. Allen 1961, 80-1; Haselgrove 1987, 233-6; Van Arsdell 
1989; 266ff; Cottam et al 2010, 103 ff.) are found across a wide area extending from 
north Somerset, through Gloucestershire and Worcestershire into Warwickshire; 
eastwards from Somerset into Wiltshire and from Gloucester, over the Cotswolds, into 
the Upper Thames Valley (figure 4.69). This distribution has led the series to be 
ascribed to the Dobunni (Allen 1944), the assumed Iron Age precursors of the later 
Roman civitas that was centred on Cirencester (Ptolemy, Geography II, ii). A reference 
to the ‘Bodunni’ in the context of the Roman invasion (Dio 60.20) may hint at the pre-
AD 43 origins of the Dobunni, but offers no decisive evidence on their size or location. 
In addition to the concentrations around Bagendon and Cirencester, there has been a 
pronounced increase in the number of finds in the Charlbury and Eynsham area of 
Oxfordshire in recent decades that has not been discussed in any detail. Like the South 
Western density map, the Western coin density exhibits a highly clustered pattern. 
A number of types of related style have been attributed to a discrete ‘irregular 
Dobunnic’ (Allen 1961) or ‘East Wiltshire’ (Robinson 1977; Cottam et al 2010, 107-9) 
series. The distribution of these coins extends from the banks of the Kennet and Avon in 
Wiltshire into Oxfordshire. As such, they cannot be associated with any one of the 
civitates mentioned by Ptolemy, lying somewhere within the broad territories attributed 
to the later civitates of the Belgae, Atrebates and Dobunni. This coinage provides clear 
evidence of a distinct series of issues that cannot be attributed to a recognised tribal 
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authority. It should be noted, however, that the ‘East Wiltshire’ series sits within the 
overall distribution area of Western style coinages. 
 
Figure 4.69: density map of Western style coinages of all periods. Hoards are 
excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. The discrete ‘East 
Wiltshire’ series (Robinson 1977; Rudd 2006a) is also excluded from the density 
plot, but shown as blue squares. 
 
4.6.1 Early coinages 
The earliest gold stater attributed to the Western series, British RA (ABC 2003), is 
derived directly from the Southern British QB, exhibiting an identical reverse but with a 
‘branch’ emblem appearing on the obverse. As QB began in phases 5-6 (perhaps in c. 
50-40 BC), RA is unlikely to have been introduced until later in phase 6, perhaps c. 40 
BC. The earliest Western quarter stater, British RB (ABC 2009), was of similar date and 
also takes its inspiration from Southern types (two recent finds from Berkshire may 
represent its immediate antecedent, see PAS ref: SUR-4CB321 and BNJ ‘Coin register’ 
2009). Dobunnic A (ABC 2012) is usually seen as the earliest Western silver coinage, 
although it can be identified, like British QB, as a Southern type that formed the 
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prototype for the Western silver series proper (Haselgrove 1993, 59). These types 
belong to the first phase of Western coin production, WE1 (see figure 4.70). 
The distribution of RA, RB and Dobunnic A are shown in figure 4.71, together with the 
density of Western types of all periods and the distribution of the likely prototype phase 
5-6 Southern coinages (for comparison). The outlying Southern types in north-east 
Somerset, Gloucestershire, and particularly around the confluence of the Severn and 
Avon, are formed almost entirely of British QB staters and QC quarters. Western RA 
and RB are found beyond the main focus of Southern coinage but in areas where QB 
and QC circulated. Dobunnic A silver exhibits a broadly similar distribution but with 
significant clusters around Abingdon and Dorchester-upon-Thames, on the margins of 
the core circulation area of Southern phase 5-6 types. 
Southern P6 imports, 
especially QB/QC 
 
 EW1, c. 40-10 BC  
 East Wiltshire series  
 WE1, c. 40-10 BC WE2, c. 10 BC-AD 20 WE3, c. AD 20-45 
 RA/RB Pershore type?  
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Figure 4.70: likely chronology of Western and East Wiltshire style coinages 
(grey = external or prototype coinages; yellow = gold coinages; blue = silver; 
green = gold and silver). For details of chronology see Appendix A. 
The increasingly abstract descendants of Dobunnic A are Dobunnic B (ABC 2015), 
Dobunnic C (ABC 2018) and Dobunnic D (ABC 2012). These complete the early phase 
of Western production (phase WE1, c. 40-10 BC). Distinctions between B, C and D 
types are artificial, as they appear to have been struck using an unbroken chain of 
obverse and reverse dies, resulting in continuously evolving designs with no clear 
typological differences (see Sills 1995, fig. 4). The distribution of BCD silver (figure 
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4.72) reveals a broad circulation area that can be seen to equate to (and/or define) the 
overall distribution of Western style coinage. It should be noted that the concentrations 
around Bagendon-Cirencester and extension of the distribution area into North 
Somerset can be seen for the first time with these coinages. 
 
Figure 4.71: phase WE1 Western coinage (RA/RB gold and early Dobunnic A 
silver). Coinages of Southern phase 5-6 are also shown for comparison. The 
distribution of early Western gold, particularly the more common RB quarters, 
appears to complement that of imported Southern coinage. The earliest silver is 
found in concentrations immediately beyond the north-west limits of the 
Southern distribution. 
Allen identified a small number of types that were broadly contemporary with and 
stylistically linked to the above coinages, which he labelled as ‘Irregular Dobunnic’ 
(1961, 82, fig. 25). This series was recognised as originating in the East Wiltshire area 
by Robinson (1977) and has been extended and classified separately in Ancient British 
Coinage (Cottam et al 2010, 107-9). These coins are largely confined to the Vale of 
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Pewsey and Devizes area, thus occupying a space with a relatively low density of BCD 
silver and to the south-west of the concentration of Dobunnic A around Abingdon and 
Dorchester-upon-Thames (see figures 4.73 to 4.74).  
 
Figure 4.72: phase WE1 Western coinage (BCD silver). BCD silver coinages 
are found widely throughout the Western region. 
In addition to the silver coins that are stylistically close to the Western material, Cottam 
et al (2010) have ascribed British MA (ABC 2089) and MB (ABC 2091) to the East 
Wiltshire series on distributional grounds (see figure 4.73). One early variety of MA 
stater (ABC 527), however, is found only on the south coast and, as such, was ascribed 
to the ‘Regini’ (Regni) by Cottam et al (2010, 50). It should be noted, therefore, that 
varieties of British M can be ascribed to two geographically isolated socio-political 
groups in East Wiltshire and on the south coast on the basis of their distributions, while 
revealing continuities of production. Interestingly, these coins can also be seen to have 
developed from the Eastern coinage British L and not the Southern British Q. As such, 
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British M provides good evidence for the links of production expertise and technology 
that extended between disparate communities in the third quarter of the first century BC. 
 
Figure 4.73: ‘East Wiltshire’ gold (British M). Note the southern distribution of 
the earliest MA variety (ABC 527) which is given a separate tribal attribution to 
later MA and MB types by Cottam et al (2010, 50; 107). 
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Figure 4.74: other ‘East Wiltshire’ types. 
 
4.6.2 Interpretation 
The distribution of the earliest gold and silver suggests a clear pattern for the adoption 
of coinage in the Western region. Southern coinages, which circulated widely within 
Sussex, Hampshire and parts of Wiltshire, reached the margins of the area that came to 
be dominated by Western style coins from around 50 BC. In the case of ‘Dobunnic A’ 
we can see a new coinage that was adopted at the margins of the coin-using world and 
spread to the west, into an area with no previous tradition of coin-use. In the distribution 
of Southern QB and QC gold, we can detect the mechanisms by which coinage passed 
from one group of communities to another, sometimes quite a distance apart (see figure 
4.71). The movement of coinage from settlements on the Oxfordshire-Berkshire-
Wiltshire borders to those around the Severn and Avon reveals the dominant economic 
contacts and social networks that extended between these areas (that are perhaps also 
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reflected in the similarity of these areas’ earlier ceramic traditions; Cunliffe 2005, 189-
91). British RA/RB can be seen as the first local imitations of the imported coinages 
QB/QC that had reached the Severn-Avon area through longer-distance social and 
economic networks. 
These coinages quickly spawned new local derivatives. In the East Wiltshire series we 
can see an example of a relatively short-lived local production that consisted of only a 
few types. This could be described as a small-scale, low-impact coinage as it did not 
spread far from its source, reaching a relatively small number of local communities. By 
contrast, Dobunnic BCD silver represents a series of issues produced over a longer 
period of time, on a larger scale, which gradually spread over a greater distance through 
the wider social, economic and political networks of the region. In the distributions of 
BCD we can detect the emerging importance of the major settlements of the area, as 
well as the networks which linked them. 
 
4.6.3 Later developments 
The numismatic evidence for phase WE2 (c. 10 BC-AD 20) and WE3 (c. AD 20-45) is 
complex. At least two distinct streams are apparent within the later uninscribed coinage 
and inscriptions are added to coins for the first time. The series lacks the degree of 
attention received by the East Anglian and North Eastern series and, as such, no 
consensus has been reached with regard to the chronology of Western coinage. Despite 
the uniformity of style, metal alloy and weight standard, most numismatists still seek to 
identify a clear linear sequence amongst the inscribed coinages (Van Arsdell 1989; 1993; 
Sills 1993; 1995; 2003b). While broadly following the production sequence of Sills 
(2003b), Cottam et al (2010, 104-6) appear to have allowed for the possibility of 
overlapping production in their dating of the individual issuers. The chronological 
structure used here is shown in figure 4.70. 
Four groups of silver coinage show stylistic traits that suggest that they developed 
directly from Dobunnic D: Dobunnic E-F (ABC 2024 and 2027), IJ (ABC 2036), MX 
(ABC 2030) and in the inscribed silver of INAM (ABC 2063; this type is known from 
just a single specimen). Dobunnic E and F differ little in style from the inscribed coins 
of ANTED and EISV, which were struck in the decades leading up to and 
encompassing the Roman conquest (phase WE3, c. AD 20-45). In fact, the latter coins 
can be seen as E-F types with legends replacing ephemeral design motifs. E/F could be 
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contemporary with ANTED and EISV, but are perhaps more likely to represent an 
intermediate development of phase WE2 (c. 10 BC-AD 20). The rare MX silver is 
closely related to E/F in style. Dobunnic IJ (see Cottam et al 2010, 104; Leins 
forthcoming on the Pershore hoard) exhibits a very different style, with a reverse design 
apparently influenced by Eastern types. The obverse, however, appears to develop from 
Dobunnic D. Haselgrove (1993, 47) suggested that these coins represented a different 
stream within Western series, an idea first floated by Allen (1961, 84). Sills (1995) also 
directly associated IJ with BCD types, but chose to place it in a linear sequence before 
EF. It is more logical, however, to abandon the idea of a single production sequence. 
The recently discovered INAM silver unit (Rudd 2006b) is apparently a late BCD unit 
with an additional inscription. 
 
Figure 4.75: phase WE2 uninscribed Western coinage. Note the different 
distributions of EF and IJ types. 
The distributions of Dobunnic EF and IJ appear to confirm the distinction between these 
two developments (see figure 4.75). While EF seems to have circulated widely, it is less 
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conspicuous in the far north-east. More obvious is the almost complete absence of IJ 
types from parts of Wiltshire and Somerset where EF was prevalent. It should also be 
noted that IJ types did not appear in the late hoard from Nunney in Somerset, in the far 
south of this area, which comprised ABCD and EF silver amongst its uninscribed coins 
(see Hobbs 1996, 38). The massive hoard from Pershore in Worcestershire, to the north 
of the region included no EF types with around two hundred BCD and almost 1300 IJ 
types (Leins forthcoming). Both types appear to converge in the major non-hoard 
assemblages associated with settlements at Bagendon-Cirencester and around 
Charlbury-Eynsham. The north-east/south-west split is also apparent in figure 4.76. 
 
Figure 4.76: other phase WE2 Western coinage: the ‘Pershore’ type gold stater 
(ABC 2006), Dobunnic MX (ABC 2030) silver units, Dobunnic N (ABC 2137) 
and O (ABC 2140) half units (In the author’s view Dobunnic N and O are 
inaccurately included with the East Wiltshire coins by Cottam et al 2010). 
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4.6.4 Inscribed coinage 
Seven names appear on the later Western series, with BODVOC, ?INAM, ANTED and 
EISV producing gold and silver and CORIO, COMVX and CATTI striking only in gold. 
Metrology and metallurgy provide a guide to the relative chronology of the gold, 
suggesting that CORIO and BODVOC were earlier (Van Arsdell 1989, 266-8; 1993, 5 
and Haselgrove 1993, 45). Van Arsdell dated BODVOC to 15-10 BC, on the basis of an 
observed link between his silver and the portrait coinages of Tasciovanos (VA 1709 ff. 
= ABC 1655 ff.) which he dated to 25-20 BC. As CORIO staters and quarters revealed 
a link to British RA/RB, his reign was sandwiched between British RA/RB and 
BODVOC (thus, about 30-15 BC). 
The link between BODVOC and Tasciovanos is convincing. However, a recent study of 
the latter’s coinage by Kretz (2006a, 187ff.) has suggested that the portrait coinages 
were produced from c. 15-10 BC. Whilst it would be wrong to place too much faith in 
these dates, the study does suggest that the portrait coins belong to the middle part of 
Tasciovanos’ reign, thus pushing the derivative BODVOC coinages closer to the turn of 
the millennium. The use of a simple legend on the obverse of BODVOC gold may offer 
a further link to the later coinages of Tasciovanos (ABC 2577/80) or the contemporary 
issues of Tincomarus (ABC 1055 ff.). As Sills (1993; 2003b) has identified a number of 
stylistic traits which could place BODVOC before CORIO, it seems best, on current 
evidence, to see the two as more or less contemporary issuers of phase WE2. It has 
already argued that INAM must belong with the earliest inscribed coinages. 
Continuing work on the distributions of CORIO and BODVOC (Allen 1961, 87-90; 
Sellwood 1984, 196-200; Haselgrove 1993, 57; Leins 2008, 106-7) supports the idea 
that the two issuers were contemporaries, as they exhibit different patterns. Figures 4.77 
and 4.78 show a clear concentration of CORIO types around the confluence of the 
Severn and Avon, with his gold penetrating further to the west and south into Wales and 
Somerset. While BODVOC gold is also found at locations around the confluence of the 
Severn and Avon, it appears to spread more to the east, with no examples found to the 
west of the Severn or in Somerset. His silver reveals a definite focus to the east in 
Oxfordshire. 
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Figure 4.77: CORIO, struck in WE2, c. 10 BC-AD 20. 
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Figure 4.78: BODVOC and ?INAM, both struck in WE2, c. 10 BC-AD 20. 
Metrology offers little help in understanding the sequence of CATTI, COMVX, 
ANTED and EISV. They are best grouped together on stylistic grounds and placed 
within phase WE3 (c. AD 20-45), with the absence of notable differences perhaps 
indicative of their contemporary issue date. COMVX coins, like those of INAM, are too 
rare to comment on their distribution, although both perhaps reveal a south-westerly 
distribution (figures 7.78 and 4.79), while CATTI shows a strong westerly bias (figure 
4.80). ANTED gold seems to have circulated widely, although many findspots lie to the 
west of the Severn and south of the Avon in Somerset. His silver shows a clear focus 
along the Cotswolds, with lesser distributions to the east into Oxfordshire and the south-
west into Somerset (figure 4.79). Differences between the circulation of gold and silver 
are even more pronounced for EISV (figure 4.80). His gold demonstrates a clear focus 
on the Severn Valley, while his silver appears clustered around major settlements 
further to the south and east.  
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The importance of the distribution pattern of EISV coinage cannot be emphasised 
enough. Firstly, his gold reveals a clear localised focus on communities in the Severn 
Valley, while contemporary silver appears to have been directed to a completely 
different set of communities. Secondly, this should serve to warn us against the practice 
of associating uninscribed silver with inscribed gold on the basis of similar distribution 
patterns (see Van Arsdell 1989; 1994). Gold and silver issued in the name of the same 
individual need not have circulated through the same settlements or social and economic 
networks. 
 
Figure 4.79: ANTED and COMVX Western coinage, struck in WE3, c. AD 20-45. 
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Figure 4.80: EISV and CATTI Western coinage, struck in WE3, c. AD 20-45. 
 
4.6.5 Archaeology and interpretation 
Western coinage is traditionally associated with the Dobunni (Allen 1944; 1961, see 
also Sellwood 1984; Van Arsdell 1989; 1993; Cottam et al 2010). For Cunliffe the 
Dobunni are characterised as a single, coherent ‘tribe’, with coins reflecting the broad 
limits of their territory and ethnic identity. Different ceramic traditions in the north and 
south of the region are seen to reveal a degree of division, indicative of discrete spheres 
of social or commercial contact. While the Severn region maintained close contact with 
the Atrebates, the Somerset region had links with the Durotriges to the south (Cunliffe 
2005, 189-91). The split distributions of CORIO and BODVOC coinages have long 
been argued to reveal occasional political divisions between these groups. 
Moore (2006, 204) has recently argued that there is no precise correlation between the 
coin and pottery distribution patterns. His argument that these differences of material 
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culture do not represent a key socio-political divide within a unified ‘tribe’ appears to be 
reinforced by the above analysis. The differences between the distribution patterns of 
BODVOC and CORIO are just one of several discrepancies within the ‘uniform’ 
distribution of the Western series. Moore’s assertion that attempts to characterise the 
settlement pattern of the Dobunnic region and perceived ‘Dobunnic’ identities have 
masked significant local variation (2006, 81) is equally applicable to the coinage. 
The above analysis suggests that split distributions, far from being an oddity requiring 
explanation (usually in terms of political events), were the norm. Individual types and 
groups of related types, like the ‘East Wiltshire’ series, often extend over just part of the 
overall Western coin style zone. In the case of Dobunnic EF and IJ this may reveal the 
different origins and circulations of distinct localised coinages both derived from earlier 
BCD types. Differences between the circulation of the gold and silver of EISV require a 
different explanation again. In this case, we can see the same authority behind the issue 
of gold and silver, but presumably a clear functional difference. These patterns become 
less problematic if stylistically linked coinages are divorced from ethnic and socio-
political interpretations. Similar coins and distributions do not necessarily reveal ethnic 
and socio-political unity or division. 
Coins should instead be viewed as the issues of emerging kings and local leaders. In this 
light, discontinuities between their distributions are less problematic and in fact offer an 
insight into the varied and dynamic nature of the political relationships and social and 
economic networks through which individuals and communities interacted. Indeed, it 
would be wrong to discount the possibility that the ANTED and EISV named on 
Western coinage were the same individuals (ANTED and AESV) who issued coins in 
East Anglian at a similar date. BODVOC and CORIO, who seem to have been 
contemporary rulers, may have enjoyed a peaceful relationship, relying on the same 
sources of expertise for the production of their coinages, but the differences in their 
circulations and, indeed, the style of their coinages and choice of denominations point to 
the different communities with which they interacted.  
The diversification of later coinages perhaps reflects the growing prosperity and 
economic development of the region. The extension of social and political networks and 
relationships may also have resulted in improved access to the mechanics of production. 
Thus, while the earliest silver produced within the western region emanated from a 
single workshop or school of craftsmen, later production was more diversified. The 
stylistic changes to the reverse of Dobunnic IJ silver and to BODVOC silver units may 
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reflect new access to expertise and/or die engravers enabled by new social, economic 
relationships and even political alliances between communities in the north-east of the 
region and the rulers of the developing Eastern ‘kingdom’. 
A final pattern of significance is the different circulations of gold and silver. This has in 
the past been explained by a functional difference and this must of course be at least 
partially true (Haselgrove 1987). There is also, however, a regional aspect to this, seen 
most clearly in the coinage of EISV (see also discussion of SAM in Kent). This 
phenomenon finds parallels in the North Eastern coin region where silver does not 
really circulate beyond the Humber, while gold does (see below and chapter 5). 
Differences in the distributions of gold and silver struck by the same issuer may hint at 
the different mechanisms through which they travelled and at the different types of 
relationships that existed between the issuer and these communities. It could be 
suggested, for example, that the movement of EISV gold to the north and west of the 
Rivers Severn and Avon reflect possible large payments made in negotiations between 
the issuer and the elites of this region, whilst the same issuer supplied lower-value silver 
to his dependent communities within an area which he maintain established 
relationships. It is equally possible that interactions with settlements and communities 
on the fringe of the coin-using world (such as beyond the Severn) were conducted in 
gold, which was of greater intrinsic value than the more debased silver. Debased silver 
issues were by contrast acceptable amongst those communities with a more developed 
tradition of coin-use. 
 
 
 170 
4.7 East Anglia 
The coinage of East Anglia is now perhaps the most comprehensively studied of Iron 
Age Britain, thanks to the recent and detailed studies produced by Amanda Chadburn 
(forthcoming) and John Talbot (Talbot 2006; Talbot and Leins 2010 and Talbot 
forthcoming). Talbot’s work is of particular importance as it has involved die-linking all 
known specimens of the series (of which there are approximately seven thousand), 
allowing relative chronologies and denominational relationships (2006, 214) to be 
identified. His typology and terminology are followed here and it is from his database, 
and not the CCI that the present dataset is constructed (see chapter 2). The various 
coinages that comprise the East Anglian series are briefly described below and their 
distributions summarised. Any departures from Talbot’s chronology and structure are 
noted. 
 
Figure 4.81: density map of East Anglian style coinages of all periods. Hoards 
are excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. 
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The overall distribution is shown in figure 4.81 and can be seen to equate roughly with 
the modern county of Norfolk, parts of Cambridgeshire and Suffolk. Clear 
concentrations can be seen to follow the Icknield Way, along the eastern edge of the 
Fens and at a number of sites and settlements including Snettisham, Thetford and 
Saham Toney. In general, findspots are less dense to the south of the Waveney, 
although a distinct and isolated cluster is apparent around Coddenham-Baylham in 
Suffolk. The clustered and linear patterns suggest the influence of settlement and 
communication links (see previous chapter). These distributions have led the assembled 
coinages to be attributed to the Iceni, who are recorded by Ptolemy (Geography II.ii) as 
the Romano-British civitas centred on Venta (Caistor St Edmund). Caesar’s reference to 
the Cenimagni (BG 5.21) could refer to the pre-conquest ancestors of the later Roman 
civitas, but it is of course impossible to establish clear and direct continuity and wrong 
to assume that they necessarily represented the only discrete polity or ethnic group 
within the area described above. 
 
4.7.1 Early coinage 
The earliest gold coinage native to East Anglia was certainly the ‘British J’ or ‘Norfolk 
Wolf’ stater and its rare quarter (of which only two provenanced examples are known). 
These types are unusually innovative, replacing the standard horse reverse with an 
animal usually referred to as a wolf but perhaps a boar (see Leins 2008, 108-9; appendix 
6.1, figs. 11 and 12). Production of British J must have begun in phase EA1 (c. 50-20 
BC). The distribution of early JA types suggests a focus on the north coast of Norfolk 
and, to a lesser extent on the Breckland and central Norfolk districts (figure 4.82), while 
later debased JB staters appear at many more sites across the entire region (figure 4.83). 
It seems likely that gold originated in the north. 
Talbot divides the earliest silver issues into ‘Bury’ A-E and ‘Large Flan’ (LF) A-C 
types (2006, 217-29). Bury A and C are identified as the earliest on the basis of weights 
and dies chains (2006, 217-220). These were broadly contemporary with British JA. 
The distributions of Bury A and C differ greatly from the gold, appearing to have 
circulated mainly in central-southern Norfolk and Suffolk (figure 4.82). A slight north-
west to south-east split is apparent between A and C. Talbot has identified a number of 
localised differences in the distributions of the subsequent silver issues LFA, LFB, LFC 
and Bury B (2006, 220-9; 235). His observations are confirmed here (see figure 4.84). 
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LFA reveals a distribution split between Breckland and Waveney-Suffolk; Bury B is 
found in Breckland and east Norfolk; LFB and LFC are more clearly restricted to 
Breckland and north-west Suffolk. These differences led Talbot to label them as ‘early 
local coinages’ (2006, 235). 
 
Figure 4.82: early British JA gold and earliest silver. 
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Figure 4.83: British JB gold. 
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Figure 4.84: early silver (later Bury and LF types). 
The subsequent stages of the East Anglian coinage, EW2 (c. 20 BC-AD 5) and EW3 (c. 
AD 5-20) are defined by their denominational coinages (Talbot 2006, 229-35). The 
earliest of these, the ‘Snettisham’ series, was struck in three main denominations (gold 
staters and quarters and silver units), with very rare silver half units. The relationship 
between the denominations has been identified on stylistic grounds (Talbot 2006, 214) 
and such links, therefore, should be considered as probable associations only. The 
distribution of Snettisham types is interesting (see figure 4.85). All denominations are 
found in the larger assemblages at Snettisham itself and Saham Toney, but staters and 
silver units are otherwise concentrated mainly in the Breckland district, while quarters 
appear to have travelled to central and eastern parts of the county. 
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Figure 4.85: Snettisham types. 
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Figure 4.86: Irstead types. 
Talbot has identified the ‘Irstead’, ‘EBH’ and ‘BHB’ and ’BHC’ coinages as having 
developed from this series (2006, 235-6 and 238 fig. 30). Irstead gold is dominated by 
coins found in the Freckenham hoard (to the south-west of the region) and near Cromer 
on the north coast. Silver units, however, exhibit a very similar distribution to 
Snettisham silver, being focussed on the Breckland and north-west Norfolk districts. 
Gold quarter staters, which display the widest distribution, with additional 
concentrations in eastern Norfolk, on the Waveney near Ditchingham and in Suffolk 
(figure 4.86). The eastern spread of Irstead quarters mirrors that of the Snettisham series. 
EBH gold and silver show strong concentrations in the Breckland region, but differ 
from Snettisham and Irstead types in a tangible lack of north-west Norfolk findspots 
(figure 4.87).  
The remaining BHB and BHC series exhibit distributions similar to Irstead types (see 
figures 4.88 to 4.89). There are, however, no quarter staters in these series and the 
distribution in central and eastern Norfolk is comprised of staters and silver units, 
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previously not found in substantial numbers in these parts. The Saham Toney, EPH A 
and EPH B silver types, which Talbot identifies as belonging to a slightly different 
stylistic tradition displaying traits borrowed from Eastern coinages (2006, 236), can be 
seen to exhibit a wide distribution with a more even spread of central Norfolk and 
Breckland findspots (figure 4.90). 
 
Figure 4.87: EBH types. 
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Figure 4.88: BHB types. 
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Figure 4.89: BHC types. 
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Figure 4.90: Saham Toney, EPH A and EPH B types. 
 
4.7.2 Latest uninscribed and inscribed issues 
Most of the coinages of phase EW4, c. AD 20-45 are inscribed, although Talbot sees the 
LFH (Late Face Horse) type as part of this production phase (2006, 236). Initial drafts 
of Talbot’s chronological framework identify the ALEF SCAVO (see Hobbs 1996, 215; 
Cottam et al 2010, 90 for readings) and the much debated SVB ESVPRASTO ESICO 
FECIT (Williams 1999; 2007; Chadburn 2006) as earlier than the LFH series (J. Talbot, 
pers. comm.). As the Esuprasto type is a clear copy of a Cunobelin silver unit (ABC 
2873; Cottam et al 2010, 90), it is more likely to have been produced later in phase EA4. 
The distribution of LFH silver suggests a wide circulation, but strong concentrations are 
seen around Saham Toney, Mildenhall (Suffolk) and Snettisham, with these sites 
exhibiting a clear influence on the distribution pattern (figure 4.91). The distribution of 
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the mainly silver inscribed coinages of AESV/SAENV, ANTED and ECEN are 
broadly similar and are shown in figures 4.92 to 4.94. 
 
Figure 4.91: LFH silver. 
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Figure 4.92: AESV/SAENV and ANTED. 
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Figure 4.93: ECEN and ECE A and B types. 
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Figure 4.94: ALEF SCAVO and ESVPRASTO types. 
 
4.7.3 Synthesis and interpretation 
Later East Anglian coinages exhibit fairly consistent distribution patterns, with little 
evidence for split distributions of the kind observed in the Western and North Eastern 
series. ANTED and EISV types, for example, are found together in many hoard and site 
assemblages and there is no palpable difference in the distribution of single finds. In 
general, coin distributions reflect the dominance of the Breckland and North West 
Norfolk districts in the archaeological record (Davies 1999) and, as such, echo the 
distribution of non-coin metalwork (see Hutchinson 2004). The settlement evidence for 
East Anglia is less well understood than other parts of eastern England (Cunliffe 2005, 
197) with the open village-like settlements that dominate the region difficult to detect 
and delimit in the landscape (Hutchinson 2004, 6-7). Despite this, the distributions of 
most later coinages reflect the significant of the known settlements and ritual sites of the 
area, including Saham Toney, Thetford, Mildenhall and Snettisham. The importance of 
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the Icknield Way, which runs along the eastern edge of the Fens, and other roads and 
trackways that connected these settlements to one another, is also apparent from the 
clustered and linear coin distributions. As in other regions, the distributions of later coin 
types reveal a link between coin-use and deposition and major sites and settlements. 
While the post AD 43 civitas capital at Venta (Caistor St Edmunds) falls within the 
overall distribution of the coin series, it appears marginal to the main areas of coin-use 
(compare the discussion of Leicester in chapter 5).  
Although later inscribed types are found widely across the region, the earliest gold 
appears to have been focussed on north and west Norfolk, close to the coast. By contrast, 
the first distinctly ‘East Anglian’ silver, which was broadly contemporary with the gold, 
seems to have emerged and circulated further to the south-east in central Norfolk and 
Suffolk. This suggests that the gold appeared in isolation from developments further to 
the south, while the silver developed through contacts with neighbouring Eastern coin-
using communities to the south of the River Deben. In the earliest coins, therefore, we 
find some support for John Davies observation that the archaeological data does not 
support the idea of a unified and static tribal group (the Iceni) in late Iron Age East 
Anglia, being characterised by sub-regional patterning (Davies 1999, 41). 
Although the ‘denominational’ coinages struck in the period c. 20 BC-AD 20 (Talbot 
2006; Talbot and Leins 2010), and later inscribed types, seem to have circulated widely 
across coin-using East Anglia, it is perhaps possible to detect some differences in the 
coinages of east and west Norfolk during these periods. In the case of the Snettisham 
coinage, for example, we see that although the use of gold staters and silver units was 
apparently concentrated in Breckland and North West Norfolk, the related gold quarter 
staters were almost entirely restricted to central and east Norfolk (figure 4.85). Similar 
discrepancies are perhaps evident in the BHB, BHC and EPH coinages. Differences of 
this kind could reflect differences in the ways coins are being used in these areas, or the 
varied relationships between the individuals responsible for their production and distinct 
communities and social groups in different parts of Norfolk. 
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4.8 The North East 
The North Eastern regional series, its chronology, distributions and interpretation are 
discussed in detail in chapter 5. Here, only simple distribution maps are advanced in 
order to identify any sub-regional variation and so that patterns can be compared to 
those exhibited by neighbouring regional series. The greatest density of North Eastern 
style coins occupies an area of North Lincolnshire and Lincolnshire between the 
Humber Estuary and the River Trent, following the line of the Lincolnshire Wolds 
(figure 4.95). Weaker concentrations of finds can be identified to the north of the 
Humber, in East Riding of Yorkshire, in south Lincolnshire, particularly around 
Sleaford, in Leicestershire, Rutland and along the Fen edge. As with the distribution of 
the neighbouring East Anglian series, waterlogged and marshy land defined the limits of 
coin-use. North Eastern coins are usually associated with the Corieltavi (e.g. Van 
Arsdell 1989; Cottam et al 2010). It is instantly noticeable, however, that Leicester, 
which was the capital of the Roman civitas of the Corieltavi, lies on the margin of the 
coin distribution and in an area of relatively low density coin-use, calling into question 
the relationship between coinage and tribes (see chapter 5). 
 
Figure 4.95: density map of North Eastern style coinages of all periods. Hoards 
are excluded, but their locations are shown by the triangles. 
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4.8.1 Earliest coinage 
The earliest coins native to the North East were British H (ABC 1716-19) and British I 
(ABC 1722-34) gold staters and the rare ‘North East boat/tree quarters’ (ABC 1764), 
‘Torksey quarters’ (ABC 1776) and ‘Scyphate’ quarters (ABC 1767-73). All are 
derived from imported Gallo-Belgic C and D and were struck from c. 60 BC. The 
distribution of these coinages identifies a clear focus of early coin production and use in 
northern Lincolnshire, east of the Trent and north of the Louth Canal (see figures 4.96 
to 4.98). Following the chronology of British H and I sub-types proposed by Cottam et 
al (2010, 91-2), it is perhaps possible to trace the spread of coinage into east and south 
Lincolnshire and north of the Humber during this period. Coin-use, however, was 
clearly centred on communities in North Lincolnshire.  
 
Figure 4.96: distribution of British H gold coinages struck during the period 
NE1, c. 60-40 BC (subtypes ABC 1716 and 1719 are mapped, with the latter 
exhibiting a slightly wider distribution). 
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Figure 4.97: distribution of British I gold coinages (subtypes ABC 1722, 1731 
and 1734 are mapped. British I exhibits a slightly wider distribution than British 
H). 
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Figure 4.98: distribution of North Eastern gold quarter staters. 
During phase NE2 (c. 40-10 BC) bi-metallic coin production began in the North East. 
Gold staters include the ‘Sunflower’ type (ABC 1737), which marks the transition 
between British I and later types, and the massive so-called ‘South Ferriby’ stater 
coinage (ABC 1743). Production of the latter coinage began at this time but extended 
into the succeeding NE3 phase (c. 10 BC-AD 20). The latest ‘South Ferriby’ coinages 
were broadly contemporary with the ‘Domino’ and ‘Kite’ gold staters (ABC 1758 and 
1761) struck in phase NE3. The uninscribed silver is difficult to separate into distinct 
types or phases, with die chains suggesting more or less continuous production and 
stylistic development. Here, the earliest silver, which feature a boar/horse design with 
clearly defined boar and horse patterns and ephemeral flan decoration (ABC 1779-94; 
1821-30) are ascribed to phase NE2, the more common degraded issues (ABC 1797-
1812; 1833-36) are extended into NE3. As with the gold, the latest uninscribed issues of 
NE3 feature ‘Domino’ (ABC 1815) and ‘Kite’ designs (ABC 1818; 1839-42).  
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The distribution of the NE2 silver (figure 4.99) suggests that the first silver coinages 
reached southern parts of the county, but not as far as Leicestershire, or beyond the 
Humber to the north. It should be noted, however, that the distribution of rarer silver 
half units suggests that the focus of production and use remained in northern 
Lincolnshire. The gold and silver coinages of phases NE2-3 (figures 4.100 and 4.101), 
exhibit distributions that can be seen to define the overall limits of the North Eastern 
circulation area. Interestingly, the silver coinages are almost completely absent from the 
area to the north of the Humber and smaller half unit coinages point to the continued 
significance of the North Lincolnshire region, as well as emphasising the importance of 
sites in the Sleaford area to the south. While silver units are found in the Leicester area 
to the south-west, half units are absent (figure 4.102).   
 
Figure 4.99: Phase NE2 gold and silver coinage. Silver coinage appears to have 
quickly reached southern parts of Lincolnshire that had not used earlier gold 
coinage. 
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Figure 4.100: Phase NE2-3 ‘South Ferriby’ gold coinages. 
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Figure 4.101: Phase NE2-3 ‘Boar/horse’ or ‘Ferriby’ silver coinages. 
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Figure 4.102: Phase NE3 coinage, including ‘Domino’ types. 
The production of the last uninscribed products (Domino and Kite coinages) were 
contemporary with the coinages just discussed. Their distributions, however, reveal 
some interesting discrepancies (see figures 4.102 and 4.103). Domino and Kite gold 
staters appear to have been produced or have circulated in the Humber area and to the 
north of the Humber Estuary. By contrast the stylistically linked silver coinages are 
concentrated to the south of the Humber in the areas with an existing tradition of silver 
coin-use. As such, as coin-use spread beyond the northern Lincolnshire area, it is only 
gold that moves to the north of the Humber, while silver circulated only to the south. 
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Figure 4.103: Phase NE3 ‘Kite’ coinages. 
 
4.8.2 Inscribed coinage 
The traditional dynastic chronology of North Eastern inscribed coinage (Van Arsdell 
1989), is challenged by the massive assemblage from Hallaton, East Leicestershire 
(Leins 2007a and detailed discussion in chapter 5). For the present purposes the 
distribution patterns of the various inscribed series will be identified and compared (see 
figures 4.104 to 4.109). VEP CORF gold can be seen to extend over a large area, 
exhibiting a loose distribution, but with a significant concentration around the Humber 
and in East Riding of Yorkshire. The silver shows a definite association with sites along 
the Lincolnshire Wolds, but just one findspot is known to the north of the Humber 
(figure 4.104). The isolation of the Hallaton assemblage is clear in this distribution. The 
gold and silver patterns are generally similar to those of the late uninscribed ‘Domino’ 
and ‘Kite’ coinages, but with less silver in the south of the overall distribution area. 
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AVN COST types exhibit a similar distribution (figure 4.105). The gold, which is less 
numerous than VEP CORF gold, has a slightly narrower distribution with a more 
palpable concentration around the Humber and in East Riding of Yorkshire. The 
distribution of AVN COST silver units and half units appears to be more restricted to 
northern and central Lincolnshire than the silver of VEP CORF. IISVPRASV coinages 
demonstrate a distribution pattern similar to both VEP CORF and AVN COST, but 
with less findspots to the south of the River Witham (figure 4.106). Excluding Hallaton, 
where 240 IISVPRASV coins were found, one silver and eight gold coins of 
IISVPRASV have been found beyond the Witham. By contrast seven of the twelve 
TATISOM findspots lie south of the Witham, revealing a clear difference in the 
circulation of this series (figure 4.107).  
 
Figure 4.104: VEP CORF. 
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Figure 4.105: AVN COST. 
 
 197 
 
Figure 4.106: IISVPRASV. 
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Figure 4.107: TATISOM. 
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Figure 4.108: DTS (DVMNOCO TIGIR SENO) coinages. 
The distribution of DTS gold and silver (figure 4.108), reveals concentrations on the 
banks of the Humber also seen in the IISVPRASV coinage. The remaining VOLISIOS 
types have the most clear northern focus (figure 4.109). While the distributions of these 
types are heavily swayed by several late hoards (see chapter 5), their distributions reveal 
a clear focus on North Lincolnshire and East Riding of Yorkshire. The widest 
distributions, therefore, are seen in the VEP CORF, AVN COST and IISVPRASV 
coinages. TATISOM coinages are found to the south of the region, DTS and 
VOLISIOS types to the north. The significances of these differences will be discussed 
in detail in the next chapter. 
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Figure 4.109: VOLISIOS types (VOLISIOS DVMNOCOVEROS, VOLISIOS 
DVMNOVELLAVNOS and VOLISIOS CARTIVELLAVNOS). 
 
4.9 Regional trends, patterns and conclusions 
The earliest insular British gold coins appear to have been produced at the turn of the 
second and first centuries BC and circulated within a localised community formed of a 
small number of settlements in north-central Essex. The distribution of subsequent gold, 
struck c. 100/80-60 BC, suggests that coinage was rapidly adopted by communities 
across south-eastern Britain through a complex set of social, economic and political 
networks that extended between people living both north and south of the River Thames. 
The distributions of an individual type, such as British D (figure 4.45), suggests that 
some coinages might have originated in localised communities, whilst stylistic 
continuities attest cooperation in coin production that extended over considerable 
distances.  
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The issuers of many of the earliest gold coinages seem to have employed the same 
craftsmen and even shared dies. No individual distributions are equivalent to the overall 
regional or tribal-scale (multi-period) distributions that are thought to reveal the pre-
conquest origins of the civitates of the Roman administrative system. Potin, the first 
insular coins, may have functioned differently from gold, but seem to be a similar 
localised phenomenon, which can be related to socio-economic relationships extending 
across the Thames Estuary and the Channel. 
Coinages struck from about 50 BC reveal the same complexities. Direct continuities of 
style can be traced through (for example) British L, MA and MB staters, indicative of 
their reliance on the same sources of expertise and shared die technology. Despite this, 
the distributions of these coins suggest that they circulated in different and often 
geographically removed regions (see figures 4.9 and 4.73). In recognition of these 
distributional differences, these coin types are now attributed to four different tribal 
authorities by Cottam et al (2010). Variants of British L are ascribed to the Trinovantes 
and Catuvellauni; British M types to the ‘Regini’ (Regni) and the unnamed tribal 
authority in the East Wiltshire area (2010, 49-50; 107; 119-20; 123-4). By contrast, the 
close stylistic affinities between QA and QB staters and some QC quarter staters have 
ensured that they remain associated with the same tribal authority (the Atrebates), 
despite displaying significant differences in their distribution patterns.  
The analysis of these patterns highlights the subjective process involved in attributing 
coinages to ‘tribal’ authorities. If it can be argued that stylistically linked coinages were 
sometimes produced by different tribal authorities, the entire basis for identifying tribes 
from the stylistic traditions within the coinage of pre-Roman Britain is undermined. It 
was suggested in chapter 3 that coin distributions reveal instead the extent of the 
influences or interests of the powerful and wealthy individuals who were responsible for 
the production of coinage and of the communities that used them. A situation was 
envisaged where the physical producers of coinage (die-makers and moneyers) were not 
necessarily controlled by, or subject to, the production authorities (issuers of coinage). 
Various independent issuers relied on the same limited sources of craftsmanship. 
Stylistic continuity can be seen as an indicator of the relative lack of expertise; the 
narrow distributions of many coin-types a reflection of the localised scale of coin 
production and use and the small scale of Iron Age societies. 
Gold staters appear to have travelled over greater distances than gold quarters, silver 
and bronze. This must reflect something of the different functions of the denominations 
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and of the different social, economic and political networks through which they were 
distributed (see chapter 6). The inherent value and acceptability of gold perhaps made it 
suitable to certain types of interaction, such as those between high-status issuers and 
local elites, sometimes conducted over longer distances. Gold coins may have been 
suited to use in gift exchange, dowries or the payments of bribes and tributes. 
Conversely, smaller module coins, particularly those struck in silver and bronze, were 
perhaps used for small payments and gifts conducted on a more regular and localised 
scale, thus explaining the more restricted distribution of these metals and denominations.  
Early silver coins often exhibit more pronounced localised distributional differences 
than gold staters. Silver coinages were issued to the north and south of the River 
Thames from shortly after the middle of the first century BC. Hundreds of different 
types were issued. A quick glance at the diversity of the uninscribed Eastern (‘North of 
Thames’) or Southern coinages in Ancient British Coinage (Cottam et al 2010) suggests 
that there are no recurring features that could be readily identified as symbolic of a 
broad ‘tribal’ identity. The stylistic diversity is striking and appears to be constrained 
only by the resource associated with the production of new dies and the limitations of 
the engraver’s repertoire. Far from revealing coherent distributions, many early silver 
and bronze coinages exhibit discrete localised circulations, which can, in some cases, be 
associated with individual settlements or localised communities. There are good reasons 
to hypothesise the existence of a greater number of discrete authorities and producers 
within an area that would soon fall under the influence of a smaller number of more 
powerful leaders and eventually be amalgamated into the civitates of the Roman 
administration. 
In the localised and clustered distributions of gold quarters, silver and bronze we can 
see the importance of major settlements and, potentially, the interactions between them. 
Many of the most significant sites like Colchester or Old Sleaford have produced 
evidence of coin manufacture, but such sites also appear to have acted as a focal point 
of coin-use, drawing in types that were apparently produced and circulated amongst 
disparate communities. This effect is perhaps most apparent at the key proto-urban sites 
like St Albans, Chichester, Braughing and Silchester, but can also be seen at religious or 
specialist sites like Hayling Island, Hengistbury Head, Harlow or Hallaton. In general 
terms, however, lower-value denominations in silver and bronze appear not to have 
travelled far from their origin and were perhaps used in the economic and social 
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interactions of their issuers within the communities in which they exercised more direct 
forms of influence.  
It is clear from coin inscriptions, archaeological and historical sources that a new type 
of ruler emerged in the last quarter of the first century BC and the first half of the first 
century AD. Individuals like Tincomarus and Tasciovanos appear to have issued more 
complex coinages, on a larger scale than previously attempted. Many introduced new 
designs and writing, as coins came to be used in the construction of the identities of 
powerful local kings and rulers (see Williams 2003; 2005a). These developments 
culminated in the reign of Cunobelin, whose coin distributions suggest a broad 
influence spreading over large parts of the south-east and beyond (Allen 1975; De 
Jersey 2001). The monopolisation of production expertise and technology seems to be 
related to the development of kingship at this time and in this area. 
In some cases we can study a range of different denominations that can be ascribed to 
the same issuer. In most cases this is only possible when coins are inscribed, but such 
relationships can occasionally be identified in uninscribed series through the use of 
similar emblems or motifs on coins of different metals and denominations (e.g. the 
‘Snettisham’ and ‘Irstead’ coinages of East Anglia; see Talbot 2006 and Talbot and 
Leins 2010). While we can identify denomination suites, distribution patterns suggest 
that they did not necessarily circulate as such, with different denominations being 
directed to different groups, communities or regions. In some cases this can be 
explained in functional terms (as described above). Thus, staters of Addedomaros may 
have been used primarily in social and political negotiations with the elites of more 
distant communities, beyond the centre of his influence. Quarters and bronzes were 
most prevalent around Braughing (figure 4.15 and 4.16), perhaps suggesting that they 
were issued in order to meet the needs of the day-to-day economic and social 
transactions within the core area of his influence.  
Differences in the distribution of denominations appear to be quite common (see chapter 
6). Snettisham staters and silver units appear to have circulated in similar areas, while 
quarters seem to have been directed towards a very different group of Norfolk 
communities (figure 4.85). The striking difference between the distributions of Western 
EISV gold and silver has also been noted (figure 4.80). SAM silver and bronze 
distributions in Kent also reveal clear discrepancies (figure 4.41). In the North East, 
differences could be seen in the distributions of the gold and silver of a number of rulers 
to the north of the Humber (figures 4.104 ff.). As such, the denominational distributions 
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of certain issues may reflect the types of relationships between certain rulers and 
communities but also reveal the different demands of different areas at the time of issue. 
Some groups may have used only gold or silver. Something of the complex web of 
influences and relationships of an individual issuer can be ascertained from the 
agglomerated distributions of all of their issues of different types and denominations. 
The adoption and development of coinage on the fringes of the coin-using world was 
usually dependent upon the influence of coinages already circulating further to the south 
and east. The importation of coinage usually preceded the onset of local production. 
South Western silver staters, produced exclusively in the Stour Valley region, were 
derived from early gold that spread into the area. The same is true of British RA (in the 
Western series) which was based on earlier British QB that appears to have marked the 
spread of gold coinage into the Severn-Avon region. The complexities of the stylistic 
and distribution relationships between QB and RA remind us of the difficulties involved 
in the association of individual coinages with particular regional series. In most cases 
there was a transition between the early use of external coinage and the later gradual 
spread, intensification and diversification of local production types. It is worth noting 
that in other cases, such as British JA (in the East Anglian series) we can see sudden 
innovations at apparently relatively isolated locations, where there was a history of coin 
use, but no clear continuity with the contemporary issues of neighbouring traditions.  
Stylistic differences attest the availability of, and influence of, different sources of 
production. The distinction between, say, East Anglian and Western coin types is clear 
enough to suggest that they were produced by different craftsmen. At the same time, 
however, we should also emphasise the significance of more localised patterns of 
difference. In the contemporary developments of Dobunnic E-F and IJ we can probably 
detect the hands of two sets of craftsmen. Interestingly, while the producers of 
Dobunnic E-F seem to draw upon the earlier Western tradition only, those striking IJ 
types produce coins that include elements of both Western and Eastern coinage 
traditions. This suggests both a significant link between issues ascribed to different 
regional stylistic traditions and the further complexities of the mechanisms through 
which issuers accessed the technologies and expertise employed in the production 
process. As I have argued elsewhere, the possible significance of such inter-regional 
stylistic connections has rarely been explored and its importance has been 
underestimated (Leins 2008, 108-10).   
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Perhaps the most striking conclusion of this analysis concerns the variations in the 
development of coinage hinted at in the distribution patterns. In almost all areas 
localised patterns of distribution, and sometimes style, can be identified. This can lead 
us to question the association of successive issuers and thus the coherence of the various 
regional coinages. Geographical variability and chronological change appear to be 
artificially constrained by the simple regional-stylistic or tribal divisions that are 
customarily applied to and structure British Iron Age coinage. 
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Chapter 5. Coins in Context: Hallaton and the North East 
 
The previous chapters have emphasised the value of a typological approach to 
distribution analysis, allowing regional and local patterns to be identified and their 
relative significance to be assessed at a national level. As this analysis involved a 
macro-scale approach, utilising a database of more than 32,000 coins, it was not 
possible to examine individual patterns at a contextual level. It was not possible, for 
example, to question when or why an individual coin was lost or deposited. This chapter 
will look more closely at the North Eastern regional series in the light of detailed 
analysis work by the author on an assemblage from the votive site at Hallaton in East 
Leicestershire (Leins 2007a; 2012). The discovery of the site, with its assemblage of 
over five thousand coins, offers a unique opportunity to examine coin-use and 
deposition at a micro-scale. The ability, in particular, to identify and sequence a number 
of deposits from a single site has broad implications for our understanding of the 
coinages of the North East Midlands and the nature of the societies that made and used 
them. The Hallaton deposits can help us to develop the chronologies of individual 
coinages and of other site assemblages, to recognise major changes in the circulation 
pool though time and in the spatial and chronological limitations of these. The aims of 
this chapter are threefold: Firstly to introduce Hallaton, its deposits and dating. 
Secondly to place this within the broader context of coin-use across the North East 
Midlands, allowing the development and coherence of this regional coinage to be 
assessed. Thirdly, to use these analyses and the evidence for importation of coinage and 
production to assess traditional models of coinage and socio-political structure and the 
alternative model for production presented in the previous chapters. 
 
5.1 Hallaton 
The site was discovered in November 2000 when a local community archaeological 
fieldwork group began finding late Iron Age pottery and animal bone during an 
organised field-walking event on a hilltop overlooking the Welland Valley in the parish 
of Hallaton in south-east Leicestershire. One member of the group returned to the site 
with a metal-detector and after recovering more than two hundred Iron Age and Roman 
coins reported his finds to Leicester County Council heritage services team and the 
British Museum. University of Leicester Archaeological Services (ULAS) conducted an 
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evaluation of the site. As an initial geophysical survey failed to locate any structures in 
the vicinity of the finds, the coins were quickly interpreted as a single plough scattered 
hoard; a hypothesis that was rejected only after a trial trench revealed fourteen discrete 
hoards, comprising 2027 coins in total.  
 
Figure 5.1: Plan of the excavated area of the Hallaton site showing the 
enclosure and the location of major coin and animal bone deposits (Source: 
ULAS). 
As the excavations continued it became apparent that the hoards had been buried within 
the entranceway of an Iron Age enclosure (see figure 5.1, no. 1). While the nature and 
extent of the boundary ditch remain a mystery, the entranceway appears to have been 
integral to the functions of the site; the strict placement of the hoards on one side of the 
entranceway is mirrored by an area of animal bone deposition on the other. The bone 
deposits are formed mainly of immature pig bone, often buried as articulated parts, 
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suggestive of a votive function. Although there is no persuasive evidence of butchery, a 
tankard handle from the topsoil above one pit offers tantalising evidence of feasting and 
drinking. These features are paralleled at Iron Age shrine sites such as Harlow, Hayling 
Island and Uley (see Score, Hill and Leins 2006). 
A second major concentration of metalwork, comprising around 1170 coins and an iron 
and silver-gilt Roman cavalry parade helmet, was discovered immediately to the south 
of the entranceway (figure 5.1, no. 2). A third, smaller concentration of coins was 
associated with the fills of the enclosure ditch itself (figure 5.1, no. 3). The ditch 
contexts are difficult to reconstruct with certainty due to the presence of a later pit cut 
into the surface of the infilled ditch and a modern land drain which cuts through this 
part of the site. Whilst recognising the possible disturbances to original deposits in this 
area, up to 139 coins can be ascribed to the ditch. The deposition of these coins can be 
related to a number of other artefacts, including a silver bowl and two silver ingots, all 
of which appear to have been deliberately placed on their edges. One of the ingots is 
triangular in shape and appears to be comprised of melted down coins (see Leins 2007a 
and Farley 2012, 89 for recent metallurgical analysis that reinforces this hypothesis). As 
this ingot weighs 1278g, it is the equivalent of around 1000 silver units. Together, these 
three areas of deposition account for 3336 coins (63%) of the 5296 coins from the site. 
The remaining coins include another seventy-four from minor stratified contexts and 
1886 unstratified finds. 
 
5.2 Impact of the discovery 
The Hallaton assemblage comprises 4940 Iron Age coins and, thus, accounts for more 
than 10% of all known British Iron Age coins. As figure 5.2 demonstrates, the vast 
majority of the coins are locally struck coins of the North Eastern tradition and, more 
specifically, later inscribed issues. Hallaton coins now constitute 85% of the known 
examples of inscribed North Eastern coinage, but just 9% of the earlier uninscribed 
material. Overall, the site has increased the corpus of this regional coin series by 150%. 
Hallaton represents the largest assemblage of Iron Age coins ever recovered under 
controlled archaeological conditions in Britain and offers an almost unique opportunity 
to study a large group of coins within their original depositional context. Only the 
fortuitous discovery of the site before its shallow archaeology was destroyed by 
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ploughing and the responsible reporting of the initial metal-detector finds, prevented the 
separation of the coins from this context. Despite Haselgrove’s recognition of the 
significance of multiple or cumulative deposits in the Iron Age (1987, 119-120), most 
assemblages discovered as disturbed scatters are interpreted as originating from a single 
coin hoard. As suggested above, this interpretation was advanced in explanation of the 
Hallaton coins during the initial evaluation of the site. At Hallaton a number of distinct 
hoards and deposits can be identified, compared, and related to other activities, 
including ritual feasting and/or deposition of animal remains. This allows us to 
reconstruct the chronology and nature of coin-use at the site and to develop a better 
understanding of the mechanics of coin production in the East Midlands, which, in turn, 
has consequences for models of local social organisation. Coin-use at Hallaton can then 
be compared to the wider North Eastern and national patterns outlined in chapter 4. 
Roman, pre-AD  Republic 88  
43 (∑ = 149) Mark Antony 
 
29  
 Augustus 17  
 Tiberius 14  
 Gaius (Caligula) 0  
 Claudius 1  
Iron Age, local types Uninscribed 241 (= 9% of known examples) 
(∑ = 4827) Inscribed AVN COST 2803 (= 93% of known examples) 
 Inscribed VEP CORF 1425 (= 80% of known examples) 
 Inscribed IISVPRASV 269 (= 75% of known examples) 
 Inscribed TATISOM 74 (= 84% of known examples) 
 Inscribed VOLISIOS (etc.) 15 (= 9% of known examples) 
Iron Age, non-local Cunobelin 79  
(∑ = 116) Other 37  
Others Roman (post-AD 43), medieval, 
post-medieval, modern & 
fragments 
204  
Total 5296  
Figure 5.2: Summary of Hallaton coins. 
 
5.3 Coins and understanding Hallaton 
As the reconstruction of the major coin deposits has been discussed elsewhere (Leins 
2012, 39-45, see also the provisional analysis in Leins 2007a), what follows represents a 
brief synopsis of the key areas of depositional activity.  
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5.3.1 The entranceway hoards 
The fourteen entranceway hoards were remarkably similar in composition, suggesting 
that they were drawn from similar circulation pools and presumably assembled and 
buried over a brief period of time. All of the hoards include the major local inscribed 
issues found at the site; VEP CORF, AVN COST and IISVPRASV. As such the 
entranceway hoards must have been deposited late in, or after, the main period of local 
inscribed coin production, usually given as c. AD 10-50 (Haselgrove 1993; 1987, 266). 
Eight of the hoards include Roman coins; three close with Republican coins, two with 
issues of Augustus (31 BC-AD 14), two with Tiberius (AD 14-37) and one with a coin 
of Claudius struck in AD 41/2. Whilst the termini post quos provided by the Roman 
coins do not preclude pre-conquest burial, they are also consistent with a date after AD 
43. Republican, Augustan and Tiberian issues dominated the early currency of Roman 
Britain, with coins struck by Gaius, Claudius and pre-reform coins of Nero (AD 54-64) 
being rare as UK finds. The absence of the more common post-reform coins of Nero 
(AD 64-68), civil war and Flavian issues, however, suggests that the hoards closed 
before c. AD 64. Elsewhere, I have suggested that the condition of the Claudius 
denarius suggests that the hoard including this coin, and the other apparently 
contemporary entranceway hoards, were buried closer to AD 41/2 than AD 64, probably 
in c. AD 43-50 (Leins 2012, 43-5). If so, the main phase of depositional activity took 
place during the Roman conquest of the East Midlands. 
 
5.3.2 The Helmet deposits 
The helmet deposits were excavated as two main groups (contexts 74 and 75), but the 
similarity of their compositions suggests that they constitute a single hoard buried 
together with the Roman cavalry parade helmet. Excluding eight coins from the surface 
of the pit (context 73), which appear to be later intrusions, the helmet deposit comprises 
1162 coins (although around one hundred more remain sealed between the helmet’s 
interchangeable cheek-guards awaiting the completion of conservation work). The local 
inscribed coinage includes VEP CORF and AVN COST but not IISVPRASV. The 
absence of IISVPRASV types aside, the helmet deposits exhibit an almost identical 
composition to one of the entranceway hoards, context 18. The latest Roman coins were 
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issues of Tiberius, more specifically; PONTIF MAXIM coins of Giard’s type IV-VI 
(Giard 1983, 47–8, 124 ff). These have been dated to c. AD 31-7 (Burnett et al. 1992, 
27). The Roman component is again most consistent with an early post-conquest 
deposition date. In all probability, the helmet deposit was broadly contemporary with 
the entranceway hoards, but, crucially, its local inscribed element may have been drawn 
from a slightly earlier circulation pool that did not include IISVPRASV coins. The 
coinage of IISVPRASV has been suggested to postdate the Roman conquest on the 
basis of coins in the Silsden hoard. This find comprised staters of Cunobelin, including 
‘Classic’ types, struck late in his reign (c. AD 10-40) and a number of IISVPRASV 
types which exhibited less evidence of circulation wear (Edwards and Dennis 2006).  
 
5.3.3 The ditch fills 
Despite the problems associated with the reconstruction of the ditch fills (see above and 
Score 2012, 21 ff.), some 139 coins can be related, with varying degrees of confidence, 
to the depositional activity in this area. The material ascribed to the ditch (Leins 2012, 
41), exhibits a very different composition from the coin deposits outlined above. Early 
uninscribed coins constitute 60% of the coins in the ditch deposits compared with an 
average of 2.4% across the entranceway hoards and 0.8% of the helmet deposits. The 
ditch includes coins of VEP CORF, AVN COST and two coins of VOLISIOS 
DVMNOCOVEROS but, like the helmet deposit, excludes IISVPRASV. Recent 
analysis has suggested that some of the latest types of both the VEP CORF and AVN 
COST coinage are also missing from the ditch (Leins 2012, 51-2). The coins deposited 
in the ditch appear to have been withdrawn from circulation and entered the 
archaeological record at a point when inscribed production was well underway, but 
before the cessation of VEP CORF and AVN COST production and the onset of 
IISVPRASV production. It seems likely that the ditch deposits belong to the late pre-
conquest period. There are two Roman coins amongst the ditch coins; both are 
legionary issues of Mark Antony (32-31 BC), but both originate from possibly disturbed 
contexts and could be intrusive. 
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5.3.4 Summary of deposition 
Although there is evidence for an earlier gold hoard in the area of the bone deposits 
(Leins 2012, 42), the main activity at Hallaton appears to have begun with the 
deposition of coins within the enclosure ditch itself. The distinctive composition of the 
ditch deposits suggest that they closed during the period of inscribed production, 
probably in the pre-conquest period. How early we think these coins can have been 
deposited depends on our understanding of the chronology of inscribed series (discussed 
in the next section below). Depositional activity intensified with the burial of the helmet 
and entranceway hoards. When the helmet deposit was assembled and buried, it appears 
that IISVPRASV types were not yet in production but that the circulation pool from 
which the local coinage was drawn was by now completely dominated by inscribed 
coinage. Although the entranceway hoards seem to have been assembled from a slightly 
later circulation pool that included IISVPRASV coins, they were broadly contemporary 
with the helmet deposit. Taking the Roman coins into consideration, and the likelihood 
that IISVPRASV coins entered circulation after AD 43, these later deposits can be 
placed in the period c. AD 43-50.  
Although it is difficult to relate the feasting or votive deposition of animal bone to the 
coin deposits due to the imprecisions of Radiocarbon dates in this period, the dates 
obtained so far support the idea that this activity was contemporary with the 
entranceway and helmet hoarding horizon (Score 2012, 148-51). The burial of a Roman 
helmet with a hoard of mainly Iron Age coins shortly after AD 43 is open to many 
interpretations, but it is not unreasonable to suggest that its depositor was a member of 
the British elite who had served as a Roman auxiliary commander. The helmet has been 
dated to the later Julio-Claudian period on stylistic grounds (Williams 2003; S. James, 
pers. comm.). 
 
5.4 Impact on the chronology of North Eastern coinage 
There are two chronological frameworks for North Eastern coinage; those advanced by 
Van Arsdell (1989, 247-265) and Haselgrove (1987, 266 ff). Van Arsdell proposed sixty 
years of uninscribed production (70-10 BC), organising the subsequent inscribed 
coinage into a neat linear chronology spanning sixty-five years (10 BC-AD 55). 
Haselgrove placed the introduction of inscriptions around twenty years later than Van 
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Arsdell, resulting in an uninscribed production period of about seventy years (c. 60 BC-
AD 10) with inscribed coins being struck over forty to fifty years (c. AD 10-50/60). If 
the surviving corpus of North Eastern coinage is representative of what was actually 
produced, and we assume a constant level of production, these chronologies would lead 
us to expect between 48% (Van Arsdell) and 61% (Haselgrove) of the surviving sample 
to be of uninscribed types. If, as we might expect, the surviving sample is skewed 
towards later material (due to the recycling of earlier coinage) and/or the level of 
production increased through time, these figures would be lower. In fact, around 76% of 
the surviving corpus are uninscribed coins. This figure is perhaps consistent with a 
shorter period of inscribed production than either chronology allows. 
 c. 60 BC c. 40 BC c. 10 BC  c. AD 20   AD 43 AD 50 
 NE 1 NE 2 NE 3 NE 4 
Southerly? — 
Early 
uninscribed 
production: 
 Early 
Ferriby 
staters  
and 
boar/horse 
silver 
Late 
uninscribed 
production: 
 TATISOM  
  
Central? 
Prototype 
uninscribed 
gold coinage 
 AVN COST  
 VEP CORF IISVPRASV?  
Late 
Ferriby 
staters 
CAT?  IISVPRASV?  
ATT?  
 and boar/horse 
silver 
 
Northerly? — 
 DTS  
 VDC  
 VDV  
 VCART  
Figure 5.3: Proposed chronology of North Eastern coinage (modified from Leins 
2007a). See Appendix A for allocation of uninscribed types to phases NE 1-3. 
One outcome of the Hallaton analysis is highly significant in this context. The Hallaton 
coins have offered evidence for the concurrent or overlapping production of the major 
inscribed coinage series (see Leins 2007a). Both the AVN COST and VEP CORF 
coinages appear to show continuities from the uninscribed period, with AVN COST 
silver apparently struck using recycled uninscribed dies (Leins 2012, 49) and VEP 
CORF gold also employing obverse dies from uninscribed staters (J. Sills pers. comm.). 
Furthermore, coins in the Hallaton assemblage suggest that shared obverse dies were 
used in the production of AVN COST and VEP CORF silver (Leins 2007a, 28). 
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Similar links indicate that IISVPRASV was contemporary with, or immediately 
succeeded, the latest VEP CORF issues. If the major AVN COST and VEP CORF 
coinages ran concurrently, and IISVPRASV was struck shortly after AD 43 as has been 
suggested above, it is difficult to push the introduction of inscribed production back as 
early as 10 BC/AD. Taking this into consideration, along with the geographical 
differences in the circulation area of the VOLISIOS and possibly TATISOM series 
(outlined in Chapter 4 and discussion further below), a chronology similar to figure 5.3 
can be proposed. This chronology, which places the onset of inscribed production in c. 
AD 20/30, appears in keeping with the composition of the surviving corpus of North 
Eastern coinage and the evidence of concurrent inscribed coinages provided by the 
Hallaton coins. 
The above chronology has implications for our understanding of local social structures 
and organisation. Rather than demonstrating the existence of a unified Corieltavi with 
dynastic kings or tribal leaders, inscribed coinage exposes socio-political divisions 
within the region later identified as the civitas of the Corieltavi. This is discussed in 
detail later in this chapter. For the present purpose, it is sufficient to stress that the 
evidence for concurrent production points to a relatively brief period of inscribed 
production from c. AD 20/30 to c. AD 50. The analysis of the various deposits at 
Hallaton suggests that inscribed coinage probably began to dominate the local 
circulation pool after AD 43. These chronological conclusions are summarised 
graphically in figure 5.4. 
Date c. AD 20/30 AD 43 AD 50 
Production Uninscribed Inscribed   
Circulation pool is dominated by uninscribed coins   is dominated by inscribed coins 
Production of IISVP    IISVPRASV   
Ditch deposits    ?   
Helmet deposit      
Entranceway deposits      
 
Figure 5.4: Chronology of production, circulation and deposition suggested by 
Hallaton find. 
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5.5 Comparative sites: Hallaton in context 
The preliminary publication of the Hallaton coins made only a cursory attempt to place 
the assemblage with the wider context of coin-use and deposition in the North Eastern 
coin region, although it was noted that the high proportions of inscribed coinage in the 
helmet and entranceway hoards were unparalleled at other sites, while the composition 
of the ditch deposits was more readily comparable to other assemblages (Leins 2007a, 
34-5). The following study compares the helmet and entranceway hoards, which appear 
to offer an insight into the post-AD 43 circulation pool, and the earlier ditch deposits, to 
hoards and assemblages from sites of varied location, date and function. This can help 
us to build a better picture of the development of coinage in the North Eastern region 
and of the changing pattern of coin production, use and deposition across the region 
through time.  
Jeffrey May listed the major coin sites (see figure 5.5), identifying a chronological 
sequence on the basis of the percentage of uninscribed coins at each (1992, 93-111). 
Dragonby in North Lincolnshire provided a benchmark against which other sites could 
be measured, as it yielded stratified pottery and artefacts that revealed continuous 
occupation from the second century BC, as well as thirty-seven coins (73% of which 
were uninscribed). A similar range of artefacts, indicative of a broadly contemporary 
site, were recovered by surface collection at Kirmington (North Lincs.). This site 
produced eighty-four coins (79% were uninscribed). Excavations at Ancaster (Lincs.) 
revealed evidence of pre-conquest occupation and sixteen coins (75% uninscribed). 
These sites allowed May to identify the typical coin profile of a pre-conquest site. It is 
worth noting, however, that these figures are close to the average percentage of 
uninscribed obtained from the entire corpus of North Eastern coinage (76%) discussed 
above.  
May also cited a probable mid-first century AD trading-station at Redcliff (North 
Ferriby, East Riding of Yorks.), Old Winteringham (North Lincs.) and Horncastle 
(Lincs.) as examples of sites where the archaeological evidence for pre-conquest 
activity was ambiguous. These had sixty-five coins (66% uninscribed), forty-two coins 
(59% uninscribed) and eleven coins (44% uninscribed) respectively. He felt that lower 
proportions of uninscribed coinage reflected the later occupation of these sites.  
In figure 5.5, May’s figures are updated with recent finds from the author’s own 
database. As most of the new finds (like those recorded by May) are metal-detector 
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finds, recorded to parish level only, there are problems associated with their use. Most 
obviously, it is possible for two or more discrete sites in the same parish to become 
conflated. Conversely, there is a tendency for coins from a single site to be reported as 
coming from a number of different neighbouring parishes by finders anxious to protect 
the location of their most productive sites. The latter is certainly the case with May’s 
provenance of ‘Spilsby’ (see also discussion of Nettleton below). As the aim of this 
thesis is to compare broad patterns across space and time, this does not represent a 
major concern, but it is important to remember that in the following analysis the term 
‘site’ is usually employed as short-hand for ‘parish assemblage’. This study has drawn 
on the most up-to-date information possible, reflecting the recent reconciliation of 
May’s archive, and the records of the coin collector Henry Mossop, with the CCI (see 
chapter 2).   
Site 
May 1992: no. of NE 
coins (% 
uninscribed) 
Updated figures (compiled by the author in 
2007) 
Ludford (Lincolnshire) 101 (92%) 141 (87%) 
Horncastle (Lincolnshire) 
 
11 (45%) 14 (86%) 
South Ferriby (N. Lincolnshire) 37 (84%) 48 (83%) 
Kirmington (N. Lincolnshire) 84 (79%) 118 (81%) 
‘Spilsby’ (Lincolnshire) 63 (81%) 
= Candlesby? 116 (78%) 
= Candlesby, Welton le 
Marsh, Mavis Enderby and 
Spilsby? 
145 (75%) 
Dragonby (N. Lincolnshire) 37 (73%) 51 (75%) 
Thistleton (Leicestershire) 24 (71%) 25 (72%) 
Ancaster (Lincolnshire) 16 (75%) 18 (67%) 
Owmby Cliff (Lincolnshire) 73 (69%) 106 (66%) 
Redcliff (North Ferriby, E. 
Riding of Yorkshire) 
65 (66%) 
MD finds, excluding site 
excavated in 1986-89 
47 (60%) 
MD finds + 
excavations 
55 (58%) 
Old Winteringham (N. Lincs.) 42 (59%) 39 (45%) 
Figure 5.5: May’s North Eastern coin sites (after May 1992, 99). The updated 
figures in the right-hand columns are from the author’s database. 
Fifty-one coins are now recorded from Dragonby (75% uninscribed), 118 from 
Kirmington (81% uninscribed) and eighteen from Ancaster (67% uninscribed). Despite 
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substantial increases in the quantities of coinage at the former two parishes, the 
proportions of uninscribed coinage have remained fairly constant. Unsurprisingly, the 
smaller assemblage from Ancaster was prone to greater percentage changes from the 
addition of one or two new finds. May’s original listing for Horncastle, Old 
Winteringham and Redcliff are difficult to reconcile with present records. Of the 
fourteen coins now attributable to Horncastle, 86% are uninscribed, pointing to earlier 
recording errors. Only thirty-nine coins can now be ascribed to Old Winteringham (45% 
uninscribed) and fifty-five to Redcliff (58% uninscribed). 
 
5.5.1 Additional sites 
The author’s database enables a number of significant new coin assemblages to be 
identified. Although most of these coin-groups are metal detector assemblages, it is 
often possible to determine whether they originated from a particular productive site or 
from disparate locations throughout a parish, as the finders are well known to local 
archaeologists. In this way Nettleton in Lincolnshire can be identified as an important 
site, with the provenances ‘Caistor area’ and ‘Rothwell Top’ recognised as relating to 
the same site (J. Sills pers. comm.). Whilst the function of this site is unclear, it features 
an enclosure similar to the one at Hallaton and non-coin finds, including miniature 
shields and weapons, suggestive of a votive site with pre- and post-conquest activity (A. 
Daubney, pers. comm.). The site has produced 277 coins (78% uninscribed). 
Old Sleaford in Lincolnshire was ignored by May, as excavations yielded just five coins. 
It is, however, a very important site as it was occupied from at least 100 BC and 
features a massive assemblage of coin moulds indicative of coin production (Elsdon 
1997; Cunliffe 2005, 195). If we consider metal-detector finds from immediately around 
(and no doubt in some cases on) the excavated site, forty-nine coins have been recorded, 
with 90% being uninscribed. Twenty-six coins (62% uninscribed) from Brayford Pool, 
Lincoln can be related to the Iron Age activity that preceded the foundation of Roman 
Lindum (after c. AD 48). Kirmond Le Mire (Lincs.) offers an interesting parallel for 
Hallaton with just 2% of its forty-five coins being uninscribed. Sadly, this find was not 
reported as Treasure and lacks any archaeological context.  
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5.5.2 Dominant period of coin supply  
Figure 5.6 shows all known hoards (H1–H14) and any site (or parish) assemblage with 
at least ten North Eastern coins (S1–S24). The crude distinctions between uninscribed 
and inscribed coinage used by May provides a useful way of indexing sites, but offers 
little insight into the complexities of coin supply or use at individual sites. The coins in 
each hoard and site group listed here are divided into four phases (based on the 
chronology in figure 5.3; see also Appendix A): 
NE 1 Prototype gold coinage 
The earliest North Eastern issues in gold only (mostly ‘British H’ and ‘British I’ 
staters and the less common quarters and scyphate quarters) 
NE 2 Early uninscribed bimetallic production 
‘South Ferriby’ staters and prototype ‘Boar Horse’ silver coinages 
NE 3 Late uninscribed bimetallic production  
‘South Ferriby’ staters, later ‘Boar Horse’ silver and ‘Domino’ and ‘Kite’ 
coinages 
NE 4 Inscribed coinage 
This simplified structure is not unproblematic. Although the coinages ascribed to phases 
1 and 4 are easily separated, those in 2 and 3 comprise a continuous sequence with no 
clear typological breaks. Both silver and gold coinages are characterised by the use of a 
sequence of reverse dies in conjunction with obverse dies that were used to destruction. 
The typological structure of these coinages is confused in Van Arsdell (1989). As the 
data inherited from the CCI relies on this catalogue for its structure, it was not possible 
to improve the chronology of this material without embarking on a coin-by-coin 
reclassification of the several thousand specimens in the present corpus. It should be 
noted that even the new Ancient British Coinage catalogue (Cottam et al 2010) has 
chosen to group the most common ‘South Ferriby’ varieties under a single entry (ABC 
1743). For the present purpose, the aim is to provide a structure that allows direct 
comparison of different hoard and site assemblages. As such, it is important only that 
the same allocation of types to phases is employed throughout. Here, the earliest 
varieties of ‘South Ferriby’ and ‘Boar Horse’ silver which have been ascribed to phase 2. 
Late ‘Domino’ and ‘Kite’ gold and silver that can be allocated to NE 3. Most of the 
uninscribed ‘South Ferriby’ and ‘Boar Horse’ coinages, which are labelled ‘NE 2-3’ in 
the dataset (see Appendix A), have been slotted into phase NE 2 for simplicity.  
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No. 
of NE 
coins 
% 
Prototype 
(NE 1) 
% Early 
uninscribed 
(NE 2) 
% Late 
uninscribed 
(NE 3) 
% 
Inscribed 
(NE 4) 
Average: all provenanced NE 
coins, excluding Hallaton 
2834 13 27 37 23 
H1: South Carlton (Lincs.) 42 100    
H2: Kirmington (N. Lincs.) 8 100    
H3: Waddingham (Lincs.) 6 100    
H4: Laughton (S. Yorks.) 5 100    
S1: Torksey (Lincs.) 12 58 25 8 8 
S2: Langworth (Lincs.) 14 43 14 29 14 
H5: Boston (Lincs.) 126 45 53 2  
S3: Wragby (Lincs.) 13 15 46 23 15 
S4: Horncastle (Lincs.) 14 7 64 14 14 
S5: Snettisham (Norfolk) 38 5 50 13 32 
S6: Ulceby Cross (Lincs.) 89 8 37 31 24 
H6: Walkington (E. Rid. Yorks.) 98  50 50  
H7: Beverley (E. Rid. Yorks.) 107  48 52  
H8: South Ferriby (N. Lincs.) 135  44 56  
S7: Ludford (Lincs.) 141 8 36 44 12 
S8: South Ferriby (N. Lincs.) 48 10 27 46 17 
S9: Kirmington (N. Lincs.) 118 8 27 46 19 
S10: Peterborough (Cambs.) 21 14 19 48 19 
H9: Littleport (Cambs.) 20   100  
S11: Old Sleaford (Lincs.) 49 8 18 63 10 
S12: Nettleton (Lincs.) 277 8 18 53 20 
S13: Driffield (E. Rid. Yorks.) 87  24 55 21 
S14: Candlesby (Lincs.) 116 3 15 60 22 
S15: Dragonby (N. Lincs.) 51 10 18 47 25 
S16: Thistleton (Leics.) 25 4 4 64 28 
S17: Ancaster (Lincs.) 18  11 56 33 
S18: Owmby Cliff (Lincs.) 106 7 19 41 34 
S19a: Hallaton (ditch) 135  1 62 37 
S20: Redcliff (E. Rid. Yorks.) 55 2 11 45 42 
H10: Bedworth (Warks.) 15  6 47 47 
S21: Lincoln (Lincs.) 26 15 27 19 38 
S22: Stenigot (Lincs.) 13 8 31 15 46 
S23: Old Winter. (N. Lincs.) 39 8 10 26 54 
S19b: Hallaton (unstratified) 1620 0.1 0.3 6 94 
S19c: Hallaton (entranceway) 1959   3 97 
S24: Kirmond le Mire (Lincs.) 45   2 98 
S19d: Hallaton (helmet) 1109   1 99 
H11: Spalding (Lincs.) 5    100 
H12: Silsden (W. Yorks.) 7    100 
H13: Lightcliffe (W. Yorks.) 21    100 
H14: Honley (W. Yorks.) 5    100 
Figure 5.6: Percentage of coins by phase at major sites (S) and in hoards (H). Average 
or above average figures are highlighted. Average figures are based on all North 
Eastern coin finds (excluding Hallaton). These are included at the top of the table. 
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Figure 5.6 shows the percentage of coins of each phase in each hoard or assemblage. 
These have been compared to average figures obtained by allocating all North Eastern 
coins in the author’s database to the same phases. Where the figures for an individual 
assemblage equal or exceed the average, they are highlighted. This has then been used 
to sequence the various hoards and sites. Following May’s methodology, Old Sleaford 
should be characterised amongst the earliest coin sites, with 90% of its coinage 
uninscribed. It is now clear, however, that these uninscribed coins comprise mainly late 
uninscribed types (see S11 in figure 5.6). The site probably received the majority of its 
coinage very late in the first century BC or early in the first century AD and not earlier. 
It can be shown to have received the bulk of its coin supply much later than sites such 
as Torksey, Wragby, Horncastle or Ulceby Cross. The idea that Old Sleaford used coins 
at an early stage appeared to contradict the basic distribution maps of chapter 4, which 
suggested that the site lay outside the area of early coin-use, but within the distributions 
of phase 2-3 types.  
 
5.5.3 Hoards 
Distinguishing between ‘hoards’ (by which people usually mean emergency or savings 
hoards) and ‘site assemblages’ (generally ‘casual losses’ or votive deposition) is 
problematic, especially in the case of finds that lack detailed archaeological context. 
Hallaton emphasises the risk of a scattered assemblage being incorrectly interpreted as a 
single hoard. If we recognise the lack of urban or market sites in Iron Age Britain, and 
the dominance of higher value gold and silver coins outside the south-east, it seems 
unwise to label any substantial coin scatter as ‘casual losses’ or ‘site losses’. Coin 
scatters are best interpreted, like hoards, as deliberate acts of deposition, whether they 
represent scattered single or multiple deposits and whether they are buried with the 
intention of later recovery or as votive or religious offerings. (Indeed, the two need not 
be mutually exclusive; see chapter 6).  
Nonetheless, many of the coin groups identified as hoards above, share certain 
numismatic traits; they are comprised of a limited range of types and, therefore, a 
restricted chronological spread. Nine of the fourteen assemblages that are classed as 
hoards include coins of just one of the four phases of production. In the case of the 
earliest hoards (H1-4), which include only prototype gold (phase 1 coins), it is highly 
probable that they were assembled and buried by about 50/40 BC, before the 
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introduction of later phase 2 coins. As the Boston hoard (H5) is comprised of a fairly 
even spread of phase 1 and 2 coins and features two phase 3 (late uninscribed) types, it 
was closed and deposited at a point when phase 3 coins had entered production, but 
before they came to dominate the circulation pool. It is likely to have been deposited 
towards the end of the first century BC.  
Hoards H6-8 exhibit a fairly even balance of phase 2 and 3 coins and, thus, were 
assembled and deposited slightly later than the Boston hoard, probably early in the first 
century AD, after the earliest phase 1 coins had disappeared from circulation but before 
the introduction of inscribed coinage. The Littleport hoard (H9) was formed entirely of 
late uninscribed (phase 3) coins. It is difficult to compare to the others, however, as it is 
formed of silver coins and comes from a site well beyond the main circulation of North 
Eastern coinage, in Cambridgeshire.  
The Bedworth hoard (H10) is the only hoard to include both uninscribed and inscribed 
coins. Following the chronology adopted in this chapter, it could have been deposited in 
either the late pre- or early post-conquest periods. Spalding (H11) is comprised entirely 
of inscribed coins but cannot be accurately dated. Edwards and Dennis (2006) have 
argued convincingly that the Silsden hoard (H12) was deposited after the Roman 
invasion (see above). A hoard of mixed Iron Age and Roman coins found at Lightcliffe 
in 1829 (H13) was probably also buried after AD 43 (de Jersey 2007b, 264-9). 
Although details of its discovery are sketchy, it seems to have included a denarius of 
Gaius (AD 37-41). Another antiquarian hoard from Honley (H14), included VOLISIOS 
types with eighteen Roman coins, the latest struck under Vespasian in AD 72 (Allen 
1960, 293). 
 
5.5.4 Sites 
The ‘site assemblages’ (S1-24) are more difficult to interpret as most comprise coins of 
all four production phases. In many cases, they represent accumulations over an 
extended period and, as such, they are likely to reflect different episodes of production, 
supply and deposition. It is possible, however, to sequence them based on the dominant 
phase of coin supply/use at each and to compare this to the hoard pattern. 
Only the small site assemblages from Torksey (S1) and Langworth (S2) are dominated 
by the earliest phase 1 coinages. These sites, like the hoards dominated by coins of the 
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same phase, are focussed on a small area of Lincolnshire, to the west of the Wolds and 
to the north of the River Witham. Although the general distribution of phase 1 coinage 
(see Chapter 4, figures 4.96 to 4.98) was narrower than the overall North Eastern 
distribution pattern, by focussing on the distribution of the larger site and hoard 
assemblages it is possible to identify more clearly the restricted origins of early North 
Eastern coin production and use (see figure 5.7a).  
 
 
Figure 5.7: Distribution of sites and hoards dominated by (A) phase 1 coins, (B) 
phase 2 coins, (C) phase 3 coins and (D) phase 4 coins. 
 
The small assemblage from Wragby (S3) appears to be dominated by phase 2 coins, but 
still exhibits an above average proportion of phase 1 coins. In this respect, it can be seen 
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to display some similarities to the profile of the Boston hoard. Phase 2 coinage also 
dominates the assemblages from Horncastle, Ulceby Cross and Snettisham (S4-6). At 
Horncastle the supply of all other phases of coinage appears to have been low, while at 
the latter sites there is also an above average proportion of phase 4 inscribed types (after 
an apparent hiatus in the intervening phase). The location of these assemblages suggests 
that south-eastern Lincolnshire formed the focus of supply during the production of 
phase 2 coinages (see figure 5.7b). If we consider the Wash as a potential 
communication link, rather than as a barrier, affinities between the coinage at 
Snettisham in Norfolk and sites in Lincolnshire are perhaps unsurprising (see Chapter 3 
and Leins 2008, 110).  
Phase 3 coins are clearly the most numerous in the larger assemblages and it is 
unsurprising that they dominate many hoard and site assemblages (figure 5.6). Three 
different coin profiles can be identified within the sites dominated by coins of this phase: 
Firstly, those characterised by above average proportions of phase 3 and earlier types. 
This includes the Walkington, Beverley and South Ferriby hoards (H6-8) and the site 
assemblages from Ludford, South Ferriby and Kirmington (S7-9). The second group 
exhibits the clearest dominance of phase 3 coins, with all earlier and later types falling 
below the average figures. This includes Old Sleaford, Nettleton, Driffield and 
Candlesby (S11-14). A third group features above average proportions of phase 3 and 
later types. This includes Dragonby, Thistleton, Ancaster, Owmby Cliff, Redcliff (S15-
18, S20) and the ditch deposits at Hallaton (S19a). The location of these sites suggests 
that it was only during the first century AD that coins reached sites at the limits of the 
North Eastern distribution in significant numbers, spreading first into Humberside and 
then into Fenland Lincolnshire and Leicestershire (see figure 5.7c). As Hallaton has 
shown that phase 3 coinage probably dominated supply until the Roman conquest, some 
of these sites may have received the bulk of their coin supply shortly before, or at the 
time of the Roman invasion.  
Inscribed coins dominate at a limited number of sites. The profiles of Lincoln and 
Stenigot (S21-22) point to longer periods of supply with a clear hiatus in phase 3. Old 
Winteringham (S23), Kirmond-le-Mire (S24) and the Hallaton entranceway and helmet 
deposits (S19c and 19d) are completely dominated by inscribed coinage. Based on the 
Hallaton evidence, and comparison with the late hoards (H11-14), it seems likely that 
these sites reflect the supply and use of coinage after AD 43. It should be noted that 
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many of these late deposits lie at, or beyond, the margins of North Eastern coin use 
indicated by cumulative coin distributions (figure 5.7d). 
By excluding single finds and the smallest assemblages, it is possible to identify clearly 
the shifting focus of coin supply and use through time, accentuating patterns that are 
less easily interpreted from the general distributions in chapter 4. The origins of North 
Eastern coinage in a relatively restricted area of central and northern Lincolnshire are 
particularly clear. We can trace the geographical spread of coinage, with significant 
supplies of coinage reaching sites in eastern Lincolnshire later in the second half of the 
first century BC and then to Humberside, southern Lincolnshire and Leicestershire 
during the first half of the first century AD. The main phase of deposition at Hallaton 
may fit within patterns of late coin-supply and of hoarding activity on the fringes of the 
main circulation area of North Eastern coinage. It should be noted, however, that it was 
only really gold that reached sites to the north of the Humber (chapter 4, figures 4.99 
ff.), pointing to a significant difference in the roles of coinage in this area. 
 
5.5.5 Period of inscribed production 
Typological analysis of the North Eastern inscribed series has suggested that coinage 
was being issued in the names of several individuals at any one time. In particular, the 
important AVN COST and VEP CORF coinages have been shown to be contemporary 
issues (Cottam 2006; Leins 2007a; 2012). Further support for the proliferation of 
contemporary issuing authorities can be found in the VOLISIOS coinages, as each 
apparently involved the cooperation of two or more individuals (Allen 1963, 30-23; see 
Cottam et al. 2010, 99-100 for similar interpretations of the AVN COST and 
TAT•ISOM legends). Based on the evidence for concurrent production, and analysis of 
the composition of the surviving coin sample, it appears unlikely that inscriptions were 
added to North Eastern coinage before about AD 20/30, suggesting that inscribed coins 
were produced over a relatively brief period of twenty to thirty years. Analysis of the 
Hallaton deposits has indicated that inscribed coinage only began to dominate the local 
coin supply after AD 43. Before assessing the impact of these conclusions on our 
models of coin production and society, we can develop a clearer understanding of the 
supply and circulation of these inscribed coinages by analysing their relative presence in 
different hoard and site assemblages.  
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Although the basic distribution maps in Chapter 4 (figure 4.104 ff.) reveal a possible 
southerly focus of TATISOM coinage and a northerly bias of VOLISIOS types, the 
evidence for clear territorial divisions within the North Eastern region is ambiguous. 
Findspots of VEP CORF, AVN COST and IISVPRASV suggest that they were used 
and lost or deposited over a broadly similar area. While distribution maps support the 
identification of the two or three distinct streams of production or ‘mints’ (see figure 
5.3), they do not appear to show clear differences in the spheres of influence of different 
issuers of the kind exhibited by the Western issuers CORIO and BODVOC (see 
Chapter 4, figure 4.77 and 4.78). In the following analysis, the relative proportions of 
coins of different inscribed series in the larger hoard and site assemblages are compared. 
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Figure 5.8: Inscribed composition of the various deposits at Hallaton. The 
entranceway hoards are labelled by their archaeological context numbers. 
Figure 5.8 shows the balance of inscribed coinage in the ditch, helmet and entranceway 
deposits at Hallaton. The ditch deposits, which have been identified as the earliest at the 
site, comprise 80% VEP CORF, 14% AVN COST, with the remaining 6% formed of 
TATISOM and VDC coins. In the helmet deposit there was a fairly even split between 
VEP CORF and AVN COST. Both the ditch and the helmet deposits lacked 
IISVPRASV. In the entranceway hoards, VEP CORF formed just 15-40%, AVN 
COST 45-70% and IISVPRASV 3-20%. The Hallaton deposits suggest that VEP 
CORF coins formed a decreasing proportion of the inscribed supply reaching the site 
through time. This need not imply that VEP CORF coinage was struck before AVN 
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COST, but could imply that it was initially stuck on a larger scale, allowing it to 
dominate the early supply of inscribed coinage. 
In figure 5.8 the Hallaton figures are compared to a control derived from the inscribed 
coinage in the author’s database of finds (figure 5.9). This offers a guide to the relative 
prevalence of each series, against which the composition of individual assemblages can 
be assessed. Some inscribed series account for very different proportions of the total 
surviving sample of gold and silver. IISVPRASV, for example, forms 25% of all 
surviving gold, but just 5% of the silver. As the Hallaton assemblage is comprised 
almost entirely of silver, it is compared to the ‘silver’, rather than the ‘all coins’ or 
‘gold’ average figures. 
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Figure 5.9: North Eastern inscribed coins, by series (figures based on all finds 
excluding Hallaton). This provides an indication of the expected proportions of 
each inscribed series. 
Figure 5.10 compares the inscribed composition of the major North Eastern 
assemblages (those in figure 5.6 but excluding sites with less than five inscribed coins). 
Although hoards are often comprised of either gold or silver, multiple deposits and site 
or parish assemblages tend to include both gold and silver coins. As the ‘average’ 
assemblage is formed of around 70% silver and 30% gold, the assemblages listed in 
figure 5.10 which feature 60-80% silver (i.e. +/- 10%) have been classified as having a 
standard gold-silver balance that can be compared to the ‘all coins control’. 
Assemblages with 80-100% silver have been compared to the ‘silver control’; those 
with 0-60% silver to the gold average. Where the proportion of any individual series 
reaches or exceeds the appropriate ‘control’ it has been highlighted. The assemblages 
are indexed by the percentage of VEP CORF coins, in an attempt to group together 
sites and hoards with similar inscribed profiles.  
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The high proportions of VEP CORF in the Hallaton ditch deposits find their closest 
parallels in the Bedworth and Spalding hoards. Although the southerly location of these 
findspots, on the southern fringe of the North Eastern coin region, suggests the 
influence of geographical factors, there is also a clear chronological dimension. The 
compositional changes at Hallaton support the idea that it was the earliest supply in the 
area that was dominated by VEP CORF. Bedworth is probably the earliest of the 
hoards with inscribed coinage as it also features uninscribed coins. VEP CORF coins 
are clearly dominant at Ulceby Cross, Kirmington, Ludford and Candlesby, revealing an 
east Lincolnshire bias. As these sites also received IISVPRASV coins it is likely that 
these sites were still receiving coin supplies after AD 43. 
Site/hoard (no. of inscribed 
coins) 
% 
VEP 
% 
AVN 
% 
IISVP 
% 
TAT 
%  
DTS 
% 
VDC 
% 
VDV 
%  
VCART 
control 
used 
Bedworth hoard (7) 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 gold  
Spalding hoard (5) 80 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 gold  
Hallaton: ditch (50) 80 14 0 2 0 4 0 0 silver  
Ulceby Cross (20) 75 5 10 0 5 0 5 0 all 
Kirmington (23) 74 17 4 0 0 4 0 0 all 
Candlesby (26) 69 15 8 0 4 4 0 0 silver  
Ludford (17) 69 19 13 0 0 0 0 0 all 
Thistleton (7) 57 29 0 14 0 0 0 0 silver 
Dragonby (13) 54 23 23 0 0 0 0 0 all 
Redcliff (23) 52 17 17 0 4 0 4 4 all 
Owmby Cliff (34) 53 18 18 3 0 9 0 0 all 
Lincoln (10) 50 0 30 10 0 0 10 0 gold 
Nettleton (54) 50 35 11 0 0 0 4 0 silver 
Stenigot (6) 50 0 17 17 17 0 0 0 gold 
Hallaton: helmet (1100) 49 50 0 0 1 0.2 0 0 silver 
Kirmond (44) 43 41 14 2 0 0 0 0 silver 
Snettisham (12) 42 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 silver 
Old Winteringham (20) 40 15 25 0 10 5 5 0 gold 
Ancaster (6) 33 33 0 33 0 0 0 0 silver 
Lightcliffe hoard (21) 29 5 10 0 10 43 5 0 gold 
Hallaton: ent. hoards (1909) 26 63 8 2 0 0.2 0.1 0 silver 
Driffield (17) 12 6 18 6 6 6 47 0 gold 
South Ferriby (8) 0 25 38 0 25 13 0 0 gold 
Old Sleaford (5) 0 40 40 0 0 20 0 0 all 
Silsden hoard (7) 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 gold 
Honley hoard (5) 0 0 0 0 0 20 60 20 silver 
 Control: gold 34 14 25 2 6 12 7 1   
 Control: silver 57 27 5 1 2 3 2 0.3   
 Control: all coins 48 22 13 2 4 6 4 1   
Figure 5.10: Major hoard and ‘site’ assemblages, excluding those with less than 
five inscribed coins. Highlighted percentages donate where the proportion of 
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coins in a particular inscribed series is above ‘average’. The averages are 
based on figure 5.9. 
A number of site assemblages, including Dragonby, Redcliff and Owmby Cliff, exhibit 
profiles with around half of their inscribed coinage being VEP CORF and even 
proportions of AVN COST and IISVPRASV. These sites share a number of 
characteristics, being located in the northern Lincolnshire and Humberside region and 
featuring coin assemblages dominated by late uninscribed coinages (indicative of their 
later supply; see above). 
Another group of assemblages is characterised by the fact that the proportion of AVN 
COST coins equals or even slightly exceeds VEP CORF. This group includes 
Nettleton, Kirmond le Mire, Snettisham as well as the Hallaton helmet deposit. Within 
this group, the first two sites are located in central Lincolnshire and include 
IISVPRASV, the second two are located at or beyond the limits of North Eastern coin 
circulation and do not. Functional similarities are also of some interest here. If has been 
argued (above) that the Nettleton enclosure is reminiscent of that at Hallaton and 
although the function of the Kirmond le Mire site is unknown, its coin assemblage 
offers a close parallel to Hallaton exhibiting a small proportion of uninscribed coins. 
Together with Snettisham, it is possible that these sites are all characterised by their pre- 
and post-conquest votive functions and coin deposition. 
The lowest proportions (or a complete absence) of VEP CORF characterise the 
assemblages at Driffield, South Ferriby and Old Sleaford, in the Hallaton entranceway 
hoards and the hoards from Lightcliffe and Honley. For the most part, these are also the 
assemblages that have been identified as being late, featuring the highest proportion of 
inscribed coinage. Geographically speaking, most lie outside of the highest 
concentrations of the North Eastern coin distributions, being focussed further to the 
north, south and west. As has already been stated, the hoards amongst this list form part 
of a post-conquest pattern of hoarding.   
While there appears to be a chronological pattern to the supply of inscribed coinage, 
with VEP CORF dominating the earliest supplies and AVN COST, VOLISIOS types 
and IISVPRASV forming increasing proportions of the circulating coinage through 
time, geographical differences also emerge from the analysis hoard and site assemblages. 
Figures 5.11 to 5.16 offer an attempt to display these differences visually, showing each 
inscribed series, as a percentage of the overall inscribed coinage in each assemblage. 
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For each inscribed series, only those assemblages with an above average proportion of 
the series are included. This approach offers a different perspective to the general 
distributions in chapter 4.  
 
Figure 5.11: Site and hoard assemblages with above ‘average’ proportions of 
VEP CORF coinage (for ‘averages’ see figure 5.9). 
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Figure 5.12: Site and hoard assemblages with above ‘average’ proportions of 
AVN COST coinage. 
 
Figure 5.13: Site and hoard assemblages with above ‘average’ proportions of 
IISVPRASV coinage. 
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Figure 5.14: Site and hoard assemblages with above ‘average’ proportions of 
TATISOM coinage. 
 
Figure 5.15: Site and hoard assemblages with above ‘average’ proportions of 
VOLISIOS types. 
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VEP CORF forms an above average proportion of the inscribed coinage in the Humberside and 
west Lincolnshire areas, but the highest proportions are found along the Lincolnshire Wolds, in 
eastern Lincolnshire, and in Fenland Lincolnshire and Leicestershire (figure 5.11). By contrast, 
figure 5.12 indicates that while above average proportions of AVN COST can be seen around 
the Humber and in North Lincolnshire, the highest proportions are found in south Lincolnshire 
and Leicestershire. AVN COST types do not penetrate the large coin assemblages of eastern 
and south-eastern Lincolnshire to any significant degree. The assemblages with above average 
proportions of IISVPRASV are located in the Humberside and North Lincolnshire area, 
between the Wolds and the River Trent (see figure 5.13). This area also featured above average 
proportions of VEP CORF and AVN COST, but not the highest concentrations of either.  
 
Figure 5.16: Tentative focus of each inscribed series based on the highest 
representation in larger coin assemblages. Although the distributions overlap, 
there appears to be north-south and east-west differences in the relative 
numbers of each series. 
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The locations of the assemblages dominated by TATISOM coinage (figure 5.14) offer 
further support to its southerly focus suggested by the general distributions in chapter 4. 
The patterns exhibited by VOLISIOS types are complicated (see figure 5.15). Although 
VOLISIOS DVMNOCOVEROS coins show a possible more southerly bias than we 
might have expected, the general pattern is consistent with the northerly focus 
highlighted in chapter 4. This approach seems to suggest that by concentrating on the 
larger coin assemblages, it is possible to identify some possible differences in the 
supply and circulation of the different North Eastern inscribed coinages. Although there 
are no clearly distinct ‘territories’, a possible east-west focus of VEP CORF and AVN 
COST can be detected. This could hint at the issuers’ different areas of interest or 
influence, as hypothesised in figure 5.16. 
 
5.6 Production 
The evidence for production is stronger for the North Eastern coin series than almost 
any other. Dies are exceptionally rare finds and none have been found in the north-east. 
This is unsurprising, as they must have remained with the craftsman or issuing authority 
and were presumably used to destruction or destroyed after use. Coin-blanks (flans) and 
the un-worked pellets and pellet moulds used in the casting stage of blank production 
represent a more abundant source of evidence. The CCI includes records of twenty-two 
coin-blanks and pellets from nine sites in the north-eastern England (figure 5.17). On 
closer inspection, the weights and metal compositions of these objects allow at least two 
to be excluded. Additional pellets have been identified from the Old Sleaford report 
(Elsdon 1997) and the Saxilby hoard (Leins 2007b, 167). 
While the presence of coin-blanks and pellets cannot be read as direct evidence of the 
minting process, the clustered distribution seen in figure 5.18 is of interest. Fifteen of 
the eighteen probable blanks and pellets were discovered at sites or isolated locations 
within ten miles of the largest group found at Stainton by Langworth in Lincolnshire. If 
there was a single production centre or ‘mint’ in this area, Stainton by Langworth and 
Owmby are plausible candidates, as both have produced multiple blanks for gold and 
silver coinage. It is worth noting that the gold blanks at Stainton by Langworth are 
heavier than most North Eastern staters and are closer in weight to earlier Gallo-Belgic 
staters. As such, it is possible that they attest the recycling of earlier imported coinage. 
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The relative absence of blanks and pellets from the south Lincolnshire and 
Leicestershire and Humberside areas is of some note. 
Site No. CCI Details Actual No? 
Ludford 1 gold stater, 5.25g 1 
 
Market Stainton 1 gold stater, 5.63g 1 
 
Old Sleaford 1 silver unit, 1.2g; silver pellet 1.175g 2 
 
Thistleton 1 possibly Iron Age: silver, 5.18g  (1?) 
Strubby 1 gold quarter stater, 1.46g 1 
 
Saxilby - gold pellet, 5.33g 1 
Wragby 2 gold stater, 5.02g; not Iron Age: copper-alloy, 7.57g 1 
 
Croxton 2 not Iron Age: lead, 0.91g; possibly Iron Age: silver, 4.67g  (1?) 
Owmby 4 gold stater, 5.54g; two silver units, 1.31g and 1.03g; silver half 
unit, 0.55g 
4 
Stainton by 
Langworth 
9 five gold staters, 6.29g, 6.27g, 6.24g, 6.21g and 5.65g; two silver 
units, 1.34g and 1.24g; possibly Iron Age: gold, 2.68g and 1.1g 
7 (+2?) 
Totals 22  18-22 
Figure 5.17: Sites yielding coin-blanks and pellets. 
 
Figure 5.18: The distribution of coin-blanks, pellets and moulds in the North 
Eastern region. 
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The silver coin-blank and silver pellet found at Old Sleaford in Lincolnshire are of 
considerable interest, not least because they are associated with a site that has produced 
the second largest assemblage of pellet moulds of any site in Europe (Elsdon 1997; see 
Landon 2009 for the largest, from Braughing-Puckeridge in Hertfordshire). Although 
the blank, which was found by a metal-detectorist in 2002, lacks a precise findspot, it is 
very likely to have come from close to the area of the earlier excavations. It weighs 
1.20g and, thus, appears to be a flan for a silver unit. The silver pellet, which weighs 
1.175g, was recovered from a cavity of an excavated mould fragment and must also 
represent a stage in the production of silver units. Elsdon has argued that metallurgical 
analysis of twenty-two pellet mould fragments suggested that only silver was produced 
at the site (1997, 55-7). Although the lack of a methodology for recording coin-moulds 
has been criticised by Mark Landon (2009 and forthcoming), Elsdon’s assessment of the 
cavity sizes of the Old Sleaford moulds pointed to the production of all three known 
silver denominations – units, half units and minims (1997, 55-7). Minims are 
exceptionally rare in the North East and appear to have been struck only for the VEP 
CORF series. If Old Sleaford was producing silver coins in three different 
denominations, it was probably active in the very late pre- or early post-conquest period. 
The contexts in which the majority of the moulds were found do not contradict this 
conclusion; most came from a ditch containing pottery and metalwork mainly of mid-
first century AD date (Elsdon 1997, 52-3). 
Old Sleaford is the only site in the north-east to produce blanks or pellets and moulds. 
Moulds, however, offer possible evidence of production at other sites. A fragment of a 
possible circular mould, similar to those found at Aulnat-Gardaillat in France 
(Tournaire 1982), was uncovered near Scotton in North Lincolnshire (Whitwell 1982), 
while excavations at two neighbouring sites in the Bath Lane area of Leicester have 
yielded coin-moulds pointing to a significant centre of production (Clay and Mellors 
1985; unpublished ULAS report). The recent 2007 excavations on the site of the former 
Merlin Dye Works building, are of particular interest, suggesting that the majority of the 
pellet moulds came from the base of a ditch of late pre-Roman Iron Age or early post-
conquest date (unpublished ULAS report). Furthermore, recent reinterpretation of the 
stratigraphic sequence at this site has indicated that the ditch fills date from the mid to 
late first century AD, suggesting that the moulds were probably not deposited before the 
Claudian period (Lynden Cooper, pers comm.).  
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Coin-blanks and pellets are found in the same area of northern and central Lincolnshire 
that was identified as the focus of early coin production and use on the basis of analysis 
of larger hoard and site assemblages (see above). None of the sites in this area have 
produced pellet moulds. While the pellets cannot be easily dated, the weight of those 
found at Stainton by Langworth could point to an association with early North Eastern 
production. No evidence of production has been found in the Humberside region, even 
at major sites such as Dragonby and South Ferriby. While moulds, pellets and blanks 
have been found to the south of the River Witham at Old Sleaford, the evidence here 
appears to be limited to the manufacture of late inscribed coins struck in c. AD 20/30-50 
(see above). The archaeological context of the Leicester moulds may also support a link 
to late production. It is tempting to argue that the evidence of production mirrors the 
later spread of coinage hypothesised earlier in this chapter. Late production at Old 
Sleaford and Leicester could be a response to the growing demand for coinage in south 
Lincolnshire and Leicestershire which received little coin supply before the first century 
AD. 
In the Eastern coin region, all recorded coin-moulds and nine out of the ten known coin-
blanks and pellets come from the major ‘royal complexes’ at St Albans, Braughing-
Puckeridge and Colchester (see figure 5.19). This appears consistent with a model of 
centralised and controlled production. Although this could be cited in support of the 
traditional view of these coinages as the tribal outputs of the Catuvellauni and 
Trinovantes, it was argued in Chapter 3 that controlled and centralised production was a 
feature associated with the emergence of kingship in the south-east and the rise of new 
powerful rulers like Cunobelin. Such models are not necessarily applicable to earlier 
periods or to other coin producing regions. In the North East there is no clear evidence 
for royal or tribal centres (see below) and the evidence for coin production does not 
appear to be restricted to those sites that can be labelled as significant sites on 
archaeological grounds. While the main pellet moulds assemblages are perhaps 
associated with significant sites, the evidence of blanks and pellets identifies an 
apparent diffusion of involvement in the production process. The significance of these 
observations will be explored further below. 
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Figure 5.19: Evidence for coin production in the Eastern coinage region (for 
comparison with figure 5.18). 
 
5.7 Non-local coinage 
Before discussing the significance of this chapter for existing numismatic and 
archaeological models, we need to briefly consider the use of non-local coinage within 
the region. The Hallaton assemblage included just four Gallo-Belgic types; two G-B D 
quarters (one plated), one G-B E, possibly a contemporary copy in pale gold, and a 
plated G-B XB type. The low representation of these early types could be explained by 
the late date of the main deposits at the site, by its geographical location beyond the 
main circulation of Gallo-Belgic types or by a combination of the two. No other coins 
of continental manufacture were discovered at the site. Non-local British Iron Age 
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products were more prevalent. All of the regional series were represented except Kent. 
One South Western coin was found, two East Anglian, nine Western, sixteen Southern 
and eighty-six Eastern (see figure 5.20).  
Fourteen of the sixteen Southern coins were British QC gold quarters found in the area 
of the animal bone deposits. These coins, which were produced in c. 50-20 BC, showed 
some signs of circulation but are likely to have been deposited around the turn of the 
millennium, several decades before the main phases of deposition at the site. It has been 
suggested that these coins represented a disturbed earlier hoard (Leins 2007a, 26). Only 
one Southern coin originated from the main coin deposits; a silver minim of Verica 
from the helmet hoard. The presence of the nine Western coins is unsurprising given 
that the site lies just beyond the north-eastern reaches of the distribution of this series. 
Five of these coins were from stratified contexts; one uninscribed coin came from the 
ditch (albeit possibly a later intrusion into a disturbed context), three uninscribed and 
one inscribed coins from the helmet deposit. The vast majority (74%) of the non-local 
coinage, however, was formed of Eastern types and, in particular, issues of Cunobelin. 
Three of the seventy-nine coins of Cunobelin came from the ditch (again possibly from 
disturbed contexts), twenty-six from the helmet deposit and thirty-one from the 
entranceway hoards. Coins of Cunobelin were the only non-local issues in the 
entranceway hoards. 
 Gold Silver Bronze Imitations Total 
Gallo-Belgic 1 – – 3 4 
Eastern uninscribed 2 2 – – 4 
Eastern: attributed to 
 
– – – 2 2 
Eastern: Tasciovanos – – 1 – 1 
Eastern: Cunobelin 59 15 – 5 79 
Southern uninscribed 13 – – – 13 
Southern: Verica – 1 – – 1 
Western/East Wiltshire 
 
– 4 – – 4 
Western: CORIO – – – 1 1 
Western: ANTED – 1 – – 1 
Western: EISV – 3 – – 3 
South Western uninscribed – – 1 – 1 
East Anglian uninscribed – 1 – – 1 
East Anglian: ECE – 1 – – 1 
Total 75 28 2 11 116 
Figure 5.20: Non-local Iron Age coins at Hallaton. 
It has been argued above that the Hallaton assemblage provides an insight into three 
different circulation pools, with the ditch possibly revealing a late pre-conquest 
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circulation pool and the helmet and entranceway deposits being drawn from near 
contemporary circulation pools of the early post-conquest period (see figure 5.4). If this 
is correct, it can be suggested that while some non-local coins reached Hallaton before 
AD 43 (to be hoarded in the area of the bone deposits and perhaps forming part of the 
ditch deposits), most arrived in the post-conquest period. Initially small numbers of all 
of the external coinages reached the site, but later imports were clearly dominated by 
Eastern gold and silver of Cunobelin.   
This picture can be compared with the overall pattern of non-local coin-use within the 
North Eastern area. For statistical reasons only the core area of the North Eastern 
coinage distribution is examined: this is the area highlighted in figures 5.21 to 5.23, 
which is defined by a directional distribution analysis of all findspots of North Eastern 
type coins, using a standard deviation ellipse (to one standard deviation). Figure 5.21 
suggests that the low representation of Gallo-Belgic coinage at East Leicestershire was 
as much to do with geography as chronology. Within the study area twenty-five Gallo-
Belgic coins have been recorded; all are Gallo-Belgic D and E, none are earlier A to C 
types. The distribution of Gallo-Belgic E includes two hoards, from Barton-on-Humber 
and Scartho, two apparent strays from the latter parish, a single specimen from Ulceby 
with Fordington and a plated imitation from Ludford. The distribution of Gallo-Belgic 
D, by contrast, is comprised of isolated finds in central and south-western Lincolnshire. 
The distribution of Gallo-Belgic E strongly suggests that the coinage arrived via coastal 
trade or communication routes and never penetrated inland from the Humber region, 
while D appears to have entered through a different route. Seventeen other Continental 
issues appeared in the study area, including two Greek coins, one early Philip II 
imitation, seven issues of Belgic origin, three from Armorica, one from central Gaul and 
one from southern Gaul. Six of these coins came from larger site assemblages (two from 
South Ferriby and Lincoln, one from Owmby and Wragby); the remainder from small 
assemblages (with less than ten North Eastern coins) or isolated findspots. None have 
yet been discovered to the north of the Humber. 
The absence of early Gallo-Belgic coinage means that early British potins are likely to 
represent the earliest coinage to circulate in the region and the only coinage that may 
predate the beginning of local production. As fifteen of the eighteen potins recorded 
here, including all five from Stenigot, are early Thurrock or Kentish Primary types, with 
just three of later Flat Linear types, they may have reached the region by the early first 
century BC. The focus of their distribution on central and southern Lincolnshire 
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suggests that they arrived by an overland route, rather than by coastal supply. This 
pattern is likely to be accentuated by recent PAS finds (not included in the current 
dataset; see Chapter 2) of Thurrock potin from Lincolnshire, Nottinghamshire and 
Yorkshire (see Allen et al 2011 and www.finds.org.uk). The similarity of the potin 
distribution to that of Gallo-Belgic D should be noted. 
The distributions of coins of the various later British regional series (figure 5.22) are 
also instructive. Western types are recorded only within the major site assemblages at 
Nettleton (2), Old Sleaford (2) and Ludford (1). Southern types are rarely finds in the 
region; with the exception of one British QA from the Scartho hoard and a stray unit of 
Verica at Winterton, the series is confined to Nettleton, where seven British QCs were 
discovered. The appearance of QC gold (and Western silver) provides yet another 
tantalising link between the coin assemblages at Nettleton and Hallaton. While the East 
Anglian series was not well represented at Hallaton, twenty-five are known from the 
study area, representing the second largest component of the non-local British coinage. 
The range of types, which stretch from the earliest British J gold to late inscribed silver, 
is indicative of prolonged contact. Their distribution is largely restricted to central and 
south-eastern parts of Lincolnshire and appears to attest the importance of 
communication links and social networks spanning the Wash (see Leins 2008, 110). 
The dominance of Eastern types and the coinage of Cunobelin at Hallaton are mirrored 
across the region in general. Aside from the concentrations of these types in the far 
south, which bordered on the main distribution of this series, Eastern types are spread 
mainly to the west and north of the study area. Three early uninscribed Eastern gold 
coins appear in the Scartho hoard and four amongst the Nettleton assemblage. One early 
British LC quarter was found at Ravendale and one uninscribed silver unit at Ludford. 
The larger assemblages and single finds to the west of the study area are mainly 
comprised of late inscribed coins dominated, unsurprisingly, by those of Cunobelin. 
This pattern can be further broken down (see figure 5.23), suggesting that gold and 
silver types occur mainly in the north-west, while bronzes come from a narrow corridor 
following the Jurassic Ridge north from Leicestershire to the Humber. This could serve 
to associate the distribution of this material with the advance of the Roman army, as it 
follows the route of Ermine Street. If so, it could suggest important chronological and 
functional differences between the metals, with bronze coinage perhaps circulating after 
AD 43 as small change with Roman silver and bronze. The westerly distribution 
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includes nine coins from Old Winteringham; one of Tasciovanos, one of Andoco and 
seven of Cunobelin.  
 
Figure 5.21: Continental types and early British potins. 
 
 
Figure 5.22: non-local British coinage by regional series. 
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Figure 5.23: Eastern coinage by metal. 
 
5.8 Archaeological and numismatic models assessed 
Archaeological models have tended to view the area to the south of the Humber Estuary, 
to the east of the River Trent and north of the River Nene (in Northamptonshire) as the 
territory of a single ethnic or socio-political group. There are two main strands of 
evidence for this: firstly, a culture-history approach suggests that this area shared 
various cultural traits and artefacts, indicating the presence of a unified cultural or 
ethnic group. The stylistic continuity of North Eastern coinage is of central importance 
to this argument. Secondly, Ptolemy, writing in about AD 150, ascribed the towns of 
Ratae (Leicester) and Lindon (Lincoln) to the Roman civitas of the Corieltavi. As the 
Roman administrative district inferred from this is similar to the distribution area of 
North Eastern coinage, it has been suggested that the Roman civitas was based on a pre-
existing and cohesive pre-Roman tribal unit (e.g. Rivet 1958, 148; Allen 1963, 8). The 
theoretical problems with this approach are discussed in chapter 3 and it can now also 
be criticised on empirical grounds (see below). 
Theoretical objections to culture-history approaches, which assume that continuities in 
material culture can reveal socio-political or ethnic continuity, have been advanced by a 
number of post-processual archaeologists (see chapter 2). In chapter 3 it was suggested 
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that rather than exposing ethnic or tribal boundaries, stylistic continuities could reveal 
the limited availability of production expertise on which local coin issuers had to rely. If 
this was the case, similarities in the style of North Eastern coinage would be as likely to 
obscure socio-political divisions within the region as to reveal continuities. Key to this 
alternative model of coin production is the idea that die-engravers and/or moneyers 
could be employed by independent neighbouring issuing authorities (chapter 3). Such a 
scenario ought not to surprise us; parallels for this can be found throughout history from 
the autonomous moneyers attested in Merovingian France (Grierson and Blackburn 
1986) to the reliance of many modern countries on the services of the Royal Mint for 
the production of their coinages.  
The idea that numismatic evidence supports the existence of a cohesive Iron Age socio-
political unit which can be equated with the later civitas of the Corieltavi can also be 
questioned on empirical grounds. The distributions employed in this chapter (see also 
chapter 4, figure 4.96 ff.) have identified changes in the focus of coin production and 
use through time. The earliest coinages struck in the region were clearly focussed on a 
restricted area of central and northern Lincolnshire. Coin-use and production appears to 
have spread gradually, first to eastern Lincolnshire, before reaching north of the 
Humber and south of the River Witham during the last decades of the first century BC 
and the early first century AD. As such, the cumulative distribution of North Eastern 
coinage, which is crucial to any projection of the Roman civitas back into the Iron Age, 
represents a pattern of coin production and use on the eve of the Roman invasion. It 
should be noted that Leicester, later the civitas capital, appears to have been peripheral 
to the development of North Eastern coinage for much of the late Iron Age. Also of 
interest are the clear differences in the circulation of gold and silver struck by the same 
issuing authorities (see chapter 4, figures 4.99 ff.), which point to further differences 
within the North Eastern coin-using area. 
In the absence of a historical narrative covering the Roman conquest of the north-east 
Midlands (c. AD 43-47), we can only speculate as to the nature of the local response to 
the invasion. Mattingly has argued that the choice of Leicester as the civitas capital and 
the light garrisoning of the Soar Valley could indicate that south-western parts were 
treated more favourably than communities further to the north, perhaps reflecting the 
greater cooperation of the former area (2006, 140; see also Millett 1990, 50). Implicit in 
this argument is the idea that different parts of the later civitas of the Corieltavi 
responded differently to the arrival of the Romans. If groups in Lincolnshire and 
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Humberside did resist the Romans, it should not surprise us if their territories were 
confiscated and allocated to another independent group as part of any post-conquest 
settlement. The example of Cogidubnus (Tacitus, Agricola 14) highlights how those 
who supported the Romans during the invasion might have benefited, and this can be 
contrasted with the ‘reduction and subjugation’ of the groups that opposed Vespasian in 
south-western England (Suetonius, Vesp. 4). While any suggestion that the Corieltavi 
were based around Leicester in the late Iron Age and gained control of their previously 
independent neighbours as a reward for their support cannot be substantiated, it 
provides a useful supposition, emphasising how the territories and names of the pre-
conquest population might have changed as a result of the conquest. 
 
5.8.1 Kingdom or heterarchical societies? 
Two models for inscribed coin production and, implicitly, the social organisation of the 
North Eastern region have arisen from numismatic studies. The first (Mack 1953; Van 
Arsdell 1989) interprets the names on North Eastern coinage as those of the successive, 
dynastic rulers of a unified Corieltavi tribe. The second (Allen 1963, see also Hobbs 
1996) allows the duplication of names on some issues to support a less hierarchical 
political structure, with shared kingships or joint magistracies, similar to those attributed 
to certain Gaulish civitates by Caesar. If VEP CORF, AVN COST and IISVP RASV 
are read as combinations of two names (as proposed by Allen 1963 and repeated by 
Todd 1973, 8-10 but rejected by the author), the latter model can be seen as the norm in 
the region. If only the DTS and VOLISIOS series are interpreted in this way, it can be 
seen as a chronologically and geographically discrete development within a tradition of 
dynastic kingship (Van Ardell 1989). Neither approach questions the existence of a 
cohesive Corieltavi (which is thought to be confirmed by stylistic continuities), only the 
‘shape’ and structure of Corieltavian society. 
Although all North Eastern coin legends are most plausibly read as personal names, 
there is no reason to assume that these individuals held positions akin to those of 
contemporary issuers in the south-east, where kingship and dynastic succession are 
apparently attested. The duplication of names (it is perhaps sensible to interpret only the 
DTS and VOLISIOS types in this way) and the evidence for concurrent production 
appear inconsistent with a dynastic kingship model suggesting that responsibility for the 
production of coinage was spread amongst a number of contemporary individuals, at 
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least during the later inscribed period (NE 4). Even if Sills is correct in his reading of 
VEP CORF as VEP COR f, ‘Vep son of Cor’ (Sills 1991, 31-2), we have no 
knowledge of the identity of the latter figure or his relationship to other issuers; that is 
to say, it does not provide evidence of dynastic succession amongst the issuers of North 
Eastern coinage. In fact, there is no evidence to suggest that issuers possessed any actual 
or perceived familial, ancestral, political or ethnic ties to one another, except for the fact 
that their coinages were produced in the same style, which could reflect only their 
reliance on shared technologies and production expertise.  
Hill’s recent model of Iron Age society in central and eastern England (Hill 2007) could 
be consistent with the numismatic evidence. The settlement pattern of the north-east 
Midlands region is dominated by small open settlements or villages (Cunliffe 2005), 
with no evidence for the kind of large oppida or ‘royal complexes’ seen in the south-
east (Todd 1973, 8). The largest sites, such as Dragonby and Old Sleaford, are tightly 
nucleated settlements that lack evidence of overt social demarcation (Hill 2007, 19-20). 
Settlement and burial evidence offer no corroboration for the existence of kings in this 
region. Hill’s model argues that most societies, outside those of the far south-east in the 
last century before the Roman invasion, were non-hierarchical in nature. The dominant 
socio-political unit was the localised community, which he defines as a cluster of open 
agglomerated settlements in an area of c. 10-15 km across. These communities 
sometimes came together to form larger groups (2007, 20). Each community was 
dominated by a number of leading families or lineages from which community and 
larger group leaders were drawn. The position of these leaders was unstable as it was 
dependent on wealth, constant social negotiation and local politics (2007, 21). 
The evidence of early coin distributions and the slow diffusion of coin-use throughout 
the north-east Midlands support the idea that the area was perhaps fragmented. In the 
inscribed period it is clear that different contemporary authorities struck coins at the 
same time. The analysis in this chapter has suggested that even amongst the similar 
distributions of the North Eastern inscribed series, we can perhaps gain some indication 
of the different areas over which different issuers held influence. To accept that the 
issuers of North Eastern coinage were the dominant leaders of independent community 
groups (as described by Hill) rather than leaders of a unified Corieltavi, requires only 
adherence to the idea that stylistic continuity need not reveal the existence of over-
arching tribal or ethnic authorities and identities. Stylistic continuities can reveal the 
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spatial (and chronological) limits of technical expertise, the craftsmen and moneyers, 
who were not subject to the issuers of coinage.  
While the evidence for production in the north-east is ambiguous, it appears to contrast 
with the south-east. Figure 5.19 demonstrates that in the ‘Eastern kingdom’, finds of 
moulds, pellets and blanks are almost completely concentrated at three of the most 
important ‘royal complexes’ in the region; Colchester, St Albans and Braughing. This is 
consistent with the idea of centralised and controlled production, usually ascribed to the 
whole of Iron Age coin-using Britain. In the North Eastern region we find a possible 
parallel for a these centres of production at Old Sleaford, although the site cannot be 
classed as a ‘royal complex’. Elsewhere in the north-east the evidence for production 
(blanks and pellets), could suggest that coins were being manufactured at a number of 
different sites. In general this picture could support a model of decentralised production. 
If coins were produced by independent moneyers who were commissioned by local 
leaders, with no centralised political control or authority, how can we explain the fact 
that coins maintained a consistent appearance, weight standard and purity over such a 
wide area? The similar appearance of North Eastern coinages is unsurprising if they 
were produced by a limited number of engravers and moneyers. Stylistic continuities 
could reflect the limited artistic repertoire of the engraver and/or a local aesthetics of 
coin design. Resource may also have played a part in the links between the coinages 
struck by different issuers. Issuing coins would have offered an individual the 
opportunity to increase their prestige and reputation within (and beyond) their 
community. It may also have presented the chance to make a profit. The initial cost of 
production incurred by the issuer – in terms of procuring the necessary precious metal 
and producing dies – may have been prohibitive. Local leaders and potential issuers 
could have chosen to collaborate in the striking of coinage, perhaps pooling of precious 
metal resources or agreeing to include more than one name on the coinage. 
Commissioning a new reverse die whilst sharing a recycled or generic obverse die may 
have reduced the cost of production. 
The success of a coinage is based on public trust in its weight and purity (the latter 
being more difficult to check). Coins which were not struck to a consistent and 
recognised standard risked being rejected by their users. Recent research into the 
composition of North Eastern coinage (albeit based on a very small sample of coins 
from Hallaton) has suggested that although the level of standardisation was comparable 
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to (or higher than) that seen in East Anglian and Western coinage, it was significantly 
lower than in the Eastern and Southern regions where production is likely to have been 
more centralised and closely controlled (Farley 2012, 92 ff.). As such, the limited access 
to expertise and technology, the expense of production and the need to ensure 
acceptability brought about by a familiar appearance and metal standard are sufficient to 
explain the similarities between coins issued across the north-east, without needing to 
involve centralised political controls. 
The idea that moneyers operated independently, being commissioned by different local 
leaders, will be considered controversial by some readers. There are, however, 
numerous parallels for this model from different periods of history and different parts of 
the globe. Greek numismatists have discussed the possibility of itinerant die engravers 
and moneyers and identified cases where separate poleis have collaborated, sharing dies 
and expertise (Mackil and Van Alfen 2006; Kegan 1998; Kraay 1976, 211). In the case 
of Merovingian France, mentioned above, and Anglo-Saxon England, Grierson and 
Blackburn (1986) it has been suggested that moneyers were often free from royal 
controls, operating with a significant degree of autonomy.  
The private coinages struck in nineteenth century California, during the gold rush, 
provide another example. These coinages were produced for the profit of their issuers 
and to facilitate local trade (again usually for the benefit of the issuer). To ensure 
usability and acceptability they were struck to existing weight standards and in 
recognisable and accepted denominations. Interestingly, the many different assayers 
involved in the production of these coins, which were similar in appearance, drew on 
the same engravers and even shared dies in order to reduce costs and increase profits 
(Rawls and Orsi 1999; Pearlman 2000: www.pcgs.com/articles).  
The numismatic and archaeological evidence appears not to sustain a dynastic kingship 
model and is beginning to challenge ideas that the civitas of the Corieltavi can be 
identified as a coherent and culturally uniform region in the Iron Age. Taking into 
account the evidence for concurrent production of inscribed coinage and the changing 
circulation patterns suggested by the distribution analysis in this chapter, the 
numismatic data can certainly be used to support an alternative social model of the type 
proposed by Hill (2007). The insight into North Eastern coinage employed here is only 
possible by comparison of a well understood and stratified site like Hallaton and the 
accumulated data of metal-detector finds. 
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Chapter 6. Denominational Diversity and Function 
 
The analytical approach in chapters 3 and 4 has emphasised the problems of using Iron 
Age coin distributions to identify socio-political or ethnic (tribal) boundaries. Mapping 
broad stylistic groups obscures significant smaller scale patterns, which can reveal the 
often localised and dynamic authorities behind coin production, as well as the shifting 
nature of patterns of coin production and use through space and time. Instead, coin 
distributions have been seen to indicate the extent of their issuer’s influence and aspects 
of the social, political and economic relationships through which they interacted with 
other individuals and groups within local and wider Iron Age society. It has been argued 
that stylistic links reveal continuities of production expertise, which do not always 
reflect socio-political continuities. Another key feature of the distribution analysis has 
been the observation that different metals and denominations struck by the same issuer, 
regularly exhibit different distributions (for example; Addedomaros in Essex-
Hertfordshire, SAM in Kent, EISV in the Severn Valley and circulation patterns beyond 
the Humber). Such discrepancies suggest that different denominations were employed 
in different geographical and socio-economic contexts. This chapter explores regional 
differences in the denominational structure of British Iron Age coinage and changes in 
this structure through time. It will also attempt to quantify differences in the availability 
of coins of different denominations and metals within, and beyond, their primary 
circulation areas. Finally the impact of this analysis on discussions of the possible 
(changing) functions of coinage within society will be considered. 
 
6.1 The limits of coin-use in Britain 
It has already been noted that only a restricted area of Britain used coins in the pre-
Roman period (see chapter 1, especially figure 1.1). Few coins are found to the west of 
the River Parrett in Somerset, west of the Severn in Gloucestershire, north-west of the 
Avon in the West Midlands and west of the Trent in Nottinghamshire. Finds are 
similarly scarce to the north of the Humber, although a substantial number have been 
recorded in East Riding of Yorkshire in recent decades. The south-west peninsula, 
Wales and northern Britain appear not to have had any meaningful tradition of coin-use. 
Although discussions of Iron Age and early Roman Britain often identify and separate 
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the coin-using from the non coin-using zones (e.g. Cunliffe 2005, 130), the significance 
of this difference has rarely been discussed in detail. 
The failure of the societies in western and northern Britain to produce coins is usually 
explained in terms of differences in their social organisation and/or their physical and 
cultural isolation. The appearance of isolated finds within the upland zone is seen as a 
result of longer-distance economic and social contacts. Haselgrove noted, for example, 
that many outlying finds – such as those from Mount Batten (Devon) and Carn Brae 
(Cornwall) – come from important sites on major coastal trade routes. Other coins, he 
suggested, travelled beyond the margins of coin-use with the advance of Roman forces 
after AD 43 (Haselgrove 1979, 200). While differences of social structural and physical 
and cultural isolation undoubtedly inhibited the spread of coinage, it should be 
acknowledged that some upland areas could conceivably have gone on to adopt coinage 
had it not been for the Roman conquest, which brought an abrupt end to the diffusion of 
technology and expertise of production.  
The evidence broadly supports an evolutionary model: in the south-east, a period of 
importing and using Continental coins preceded the onset of local production (chapter 
3-4). Similarly, Southern silver and particularly gold coins seem to have circulated in 
Gloucestershire prior to the introduction of any distinct local Western style coinages. 
The detailed analysis of the development of North Eastern coinage in chapter 5 has 
shown clearly that this regional coinage spread slowly from an early focus in northern 
and central Lincolnshire to the eventual limits of its use, only reaching the Humber and 
southern Lincolnshire and Leicestershire in the decades immediately preceding the 
Roman conquest. The distribution of early Roman coins (see Walton, forthcoming) 
might support the suggestion that coins would have spread beyond the limits of Iron 
Age use in some areas had it not been for the Roman conquest. Roman coinage appears 
to have been adopted beyond the Fosse Way in the Midlands, soon after AD 43, and not 
just at military sites. By contrast, coins seem not to have spread beyond the earlier limits 
of Iron Age coin-use at the River Parrett in Somerset. Thus, the limits of coin-use may 
reflect an artificial line in the development of coinage created by the Roman invasion as 
well as real differences in the social structure, practices and interconnectedness of the 
societies of Britain during the first century AD. 
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6.2 Denominational structure: spatial and chronological dynamics 
By about 40/30 BC, the coinage of Iron Age Britain, if viewed as a single coherent 
system, exhibited a denominational structure more complex than that of contemporary 
Rome. Its apparent complexity and uniformity were described by Van Arsdell: 
With the exception of the Durotriges, the Celtic tribes (of Britain) used five basic 
denominations throughout the late Iron Age: the gold stater and quarter stater, 
the silver unit and half unit, and the bronze unit.  
(Van Arsdell 1989, 27)  
This statement is highly misleading, ignoring significant geographical and temporal 
differences in the production and availability of each of these denominations. Until the 
second half of the first century BC there were no more than three denominations in 
circulation in Britain. Findspots suggest that the use of insular leaded-bronze potin was 
largely confined to discrete pockets of north Kent, with smaller quantities reaching sites 
to the north of the Thames Estuary (see chapter 4, figure 4.32 to 4.33). Imported and 
early British gold staters and quarters appear to have circulated over a slightly wider 
area including much of south-eastern England, but focussed on Kent, Essex, parts of the 
Thames Valley and the south coast (chapter 4, figure 4.2 to 4.6). After about 60/50 BC, 
denominational structure varied considerably across the coin-using societies of southern 
Britain. The Kentish and Eastern regional-stylistic traditions can be equated with a tri-
metallic currency zone, whilst most areas operated a bi-metallic system of gold and 
silver. The stylistically distinct South Western regional coinage appears to have been 
struck in one metal of increasingly debased alloy.  
The following analysis uses the author’s database of coin finds (see chapter 2) as an 
indicator of the varied reliance on coins of different metal and denomination through 
space and time. The possibility that earlier coins were recalled and reissued means that 
the surviving sample may not be representative of what was originally struck. The 
circumstances of discovery also form a distorting factor, with different denominations 
(or metals) being more or less likely to be preserved in different kinds of deposits (see 
Haselgrove 1987). Furthermore, hoards are included in the initial analysis and the 
impact of larger hoard groups must be considered. Nevertheless, these problems affect 
the coinages of all regions and the broad patterns within the sample are likely to reveal 
something of the different emphasis placed on the production of each metal and 
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denomination. The choices of which metals and denominations to strike, and the 
relative quantities to produce, could reveal issues of access to raw materials, different 
levels of wealth and, most importantly, provide an insight into the diverse and dynamic 
roles of coinage within a particular region or locality. 
 
6.2.1 The south-east before about 50 BC: importation and early production 
Two early phases of coin-use can be identified; the first running from the introduction 
of gold coinage to Britain in the second century BC until the inception of British gold 
production in about 100/80 BC and the second from then until c. 60/50 BC, when coins 
began to be produced outside of the south-eastern corner of England and in a greater 
range of denominations. In the first of these periods (equivalent to Haselgrove’s phases 
1-3; see Haselgrove 1993, 35 and revisions to chronology 1999, 165) the surviving 
sample suggests that around 70% of the coins deposited/lost were insular potins, struck 
and used mainly along the northern coast of Kent. The remaining 30% was formed of a 
roughly even number of imported Gallo-Belgic gold staters and quarters, which were 
used over a wider area (see figure 6.1, ‘G-B/potin early’).  
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Figure 6.1: Surviving numbers of coins of each denomination, before c. 50 BC. 
Between c. 100/80 and 50 BC (Haselgrove’s phases 4-5), gold coins must have become 
more readily available in south-eastern England. Even if we allow for the possibility 
that some earlier imported coins were recalled and re-minted, it is likely that there were 
more coins, particularly staters, in circulation from the first century BC (compare figure 
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6.1, ‘G-B/potin early’ and ‘G-B/potin late’). The increase in the availability of imported 
gold coins would have been accentuated by the onset of insular gold production during 
the same period. The earliest British staters (mainly Ingoldisthorpe and British A to G 
types) and quarters (British O varieties) appear to have circulated within restricted parts 
of the areas later characterised by the Eastern, Southern and South Western regional-
stylistic traditions.  
It has already been argued that the localised distributions of many of these early insular 
coins could reveal something of the socio-political fragmentation of the south-east in 
this period and that the stylistic links between them suggest that their issuers were 
forced to draw on shared production technology and expertise (chapters 3 and 4). 
Interestingly, as well as demonstrating distributional differences, these coinages indicate 
that different denominations appear to have been favoured in different areas. The 
balance between staters and quarter staters seems to have varied considerably (compare 
the ‘Eastern’, ‘Southern’ and ‘South Western’ bars in figure 6.1). By the first half of the 
first century BC, as the availability of coinage increased, differences can already be 
detected in the denominational structure of the coinage in different areas. As we are 
dealing with the balance between two gold denominations, these differences are 
unlikely to reflect questions of access to raw materials and are more likely to result from 
localised decisions as to which gold denominations were most appropriate in particular 
local contexts. 
 
6.2.2 The south-east after about 50 BC: intensification and diversification 
Between about 60 and 50 BC there was something of a sea-change in the structure of 
British Iron Age coinage, which can undoubtedly be linked to the social and political 
events that began with the Roman conquest of Gaul and first invasions of south-eastern 
England. The Kentish tradition of cast leaded-bronze coinage came to an end, all gold 
was now of insular origin and at least four completely new denominations appeared in 
parts of the south-east, struck from silver, which had not previously been used for 
coinage in Britain, and bronze. Within the three regional-stylistic zones ascribed to 
south-eastern England, we can trace the emergence of a number of different, dynamic 
and inter-related denominational systems. 
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6.2.3 The structure of Eastern coinage 
Coinage attributed to the Eastern regional-stylistic tradition, produced after about 60/50 
BC, comprised five basic denominations: gold staters and quarters, silver units and half 
units and bronze units. The silver half unit was short-lived, with none produced after 
about 25/20 BC. Two additional bronze coins were introduced during the reign of 
Tasciovanos (c. 25/20 BC-AD 10); a ‘double’ unit (ABC 2652) and small ‘fractional’ 
units (ABC 2709 & 2712). Neither appears to have become a mainstay of local 
production, although Cunobelin struck a few bronze fractions (ABC 2990 and 2993). 
The suggestion that differences in the metal alloy of some later inscribed Eastern issues 
may reveal a denominational relationship similar to that in the Roman bronze coinage 
(Clogg and Haslegrove 1995) should not be discounted. Nevertheless, the percentages 
in figure 6.2 suggest that just four denominations were in regular production.  
 Including hoards Excluding hoards 
Gold stater 20% 13% 
Gold quarter stater 12% 10% 
Silver unit 12% 13% 
Silver half unit  <2% <2% 
Bronze ‘double’ unit  <1% <1% 
Bronze unit  54% 61% 
Bronze ‘fractional’ 
  
<1% <1% 
Figure 6.2: The overall balance of Eastern denominations as percentages of the 
surviving corpus (all periods). Denominations =/>5% are highlighted. 
Although the surviving sample suggests that coin production intensified during phases 
5-6 (c. 60/50-25/20 BC), the relative proportion of stater and quarter production seems 
to have remained constant (compare figure 6.3 ‘P4-5’ and ‘P5-6’). The two silver 
denominations introduced at this time were apparently minted in quantities comparable 
to gold quarters. The most significant new element of the coinage, however, was the 
bronze unit, which seems to have been issued in numbers that exceeded all but stater 
output. This was clearly something of an innovation, as potin coinage, which can 
perhaps be seen as the antecedent of struck bronze, was never as widely distributed in 
Essex and Hertfordshire as in Kent. The sudden augmentation of the denominational 
range of the local coinages must have resulted from, or resulted in, coins entering new 
arenas of social interaction (a point discussed in more detail below). 
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Figure 6.3: Eastern coinage by denomination and period. 
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Figure 6.4: Eastern denominations as percentage of recorded coinage by period. 
Coin production appears to have intensified further during phases 7 (c. 25/20 BC-AD 10) 
and 8 (c. AD 10-40). The emphasis on the denominations, however, did not remain 
constant. Gold staters were apparently produced in smaller numbers, quarters and silver 
units saw modest increases and the quantity of bronze coinage increased dramatically 
(figure 6.3). It is of some interest that gold quarters behave like silver rather than gold 
as this link was also noticed in the distribution analysis in chapter 4. In percentage terms 
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(see figure 6.4), bronze increased from around 24% of the total recorded coinage in 
phase 5-6 to about 57% in phase 7 and 67% in phase 8. 
The above analysis suggests that the metallic and denominational structure of coinage in 
the Eastern region underwent two key changes: Firstly, gold coinages were augmented 
with new denominations in silver and bronze in the third quarter of the first century BC. 
This included a period of localised innovation and experimentation from which emerged 
a tri-metallic system of four basic denominations. Secondly, in the last quarter of the 
first century BC, there was a shift in the emphasis of production towards the provision 
of the new low-value bronze coins. These patterns can be compared to other parts of the 
south-east. 
 
6.2.4 The structure of Kentish coinage 
With the exception of silver half units, all of the new denominations introduced to the 
Eastern region after about 60/50 BC also appeared in Kent. The overall denominational 
balance of Kentish coinages suggests that the region maintained a system comparable to 
that of the Eastern region, with similar proportions of gold, silver and bronze coinage 
(compare figure 6.5 to 6.2). The only significant difference in the denominational 
balance seems to have been the Kentish focus on gold quarter rather than stater 
production (a reversal of the Eastern situation). The percentages of gold (i.e. staters and 
quarters together), silver and bronze are almost identical. 
 Including hoards Excluding hoards 
Gold stater  5% 4% 
Gold quarter stater  22% 12% 
Silver unit  16% 
 
18% 
Silver minim  1% 1% 
Bronze unit  56% 65% 
Figure 6.5: The overall balance of Kentish denominations as a percentage of the 
surviving sample (all periods, excluding potin). Denominations =/>5% are 
highlighted. 
The precise chronology of the development of these denominational structures, however, 
is different. By phase 6 (c. 50-20 BC), bronze coinage already appears to have 
dominated the local circulation pool in Kent, accounting for around 56% of the coinage 
(compared to just 24% in the Eastern region at the same time). The higher demand for 
bronze coinage in Kent at this stage, makes most sense if it is understood in the context 
 256 
of the area’s earlier tradition of potin production and use. Although the phase 5 coinage 
in figures 6.6 and 6.7 comprises only gold, these coins would have been contemporary 
with the latest potin. Thus, while Kent and the Eastern introduced a similar range of 
denominations after c. 50 BC, the circulating coinage of each region continued to reflect 
their different traditions of coin-use. 
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Figure 6.6: Kentish coinage by denomination and period. 
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Figure 6.7: Kentish coinage: denominations as percentage of recorded coinage. 
In contrast to the Eastern region, the overall level of coin production in Kent appears to 
have stagnated and then fallen after phase 6 (see figure 6.6). The column ‘P7 & P7-8’ 
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includes coins associated with Dubnovellaunos, VOSENOS and SAM (c. 20 BC-AD 
10) and Eppillus (perhaps c. 10 BC-AD 20). Although the production of silver and 
bronze may have remained roughly constant (or even slightly increased), the quantity of 
gold appears to have fallen sharply. Production seems to have collapsed in the last 
decades before the Roman invasion, with gold coinage disappearing entirely.  
In its focus on potin and gold, and then struck bronze and gold, we find a possible link 
between Kent and the near Continent. Social and economic contacts across the channel 
may have provided the raw material for Kentish bronze coinage and also conditioned 
local ideas of coin module and design. Struck bronze was introduced soon after c. 50 
BC and immediately dominated the local coin-supply. This provides evidence for the 
continuity of earlier coinage traditions in the region, where potin had dominated the 
early supply. This can be contrasted with the Eastern region where bronze coins only 
gradually came to form the largest part of the coinage. Chronological comparison 
perhaps suggests that the Eastern region adopted and expanded its bronze production 
under the influence of the coinage systems of Kent. 
The declining coin production in Kent from the turn of the millennium can only be 
understood with reference to the contemporary expansion of Eastern coinages, 
especially under Tasciovanos and Cunobelin, whose coinages spread into the region 
(see Chapter 4, figure 4.21 ff.). Thus, while coin distributions are usually seen to attest 
the expansion of the territories of Eastern rulers into Kent from the end of the first 
century BC, the denominational balance appears to suggest that Eastern coinage became 
more focussed on the production of lower-value bronze coins under influence of 
Kentish coin production. It can perhaps be argued that contacts with Continental 
exchange systems, which shaped the structure of Kentish production, began to influence 
Eastern production as its issuers moved into Kent and began to usurp control of pre-
existing cross-channel networks. 
 
6.2.5 The structure of Southern coinage 
New denominations impacted upon the Southern region in the period c. 60/50-20 BC 
(phases 5-6), with gold staters and quarters supplemented by silver units, half units and 
minims (the latter perhaps quarter units given their average weight; see Burnett 1990, 
17-18). Bronze coinages of the so-called “Chichester cock” type (ABC 737; see Burnett 
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1992a; Cottam 1999) were also struck, but like the silver half units they were of 
restricted geographic and temporal significance. Although these denominations 
ultimately failed to establish themselves as part of the local currency systems, they 
remind us of the localised nature of coin production and use and the innovation and 
experimentation that characterised the south-east in the third quarter of the first century 
BC. For most of the period from c. 60/50 BC until the Roman conquest, four main 
denominations were produced within the Southern region (see figure 6.8). 
 Inc. hoards Exc. hoards Also exc. Wanborough 
Gold stater 27% 16% 24% 
Gold quarter stater 25% 22% 29% 
Silver unit 37% 48% 33% 
Silver half unit 1% 1% 2% 
Silver minim 10% 13% 12% 
Bronze unit <1% <1% <1% 
Figure 6.8: The overall balance of Southern denominations in the surviving 
sample (all periods). Denominations =/>5% are highlighted. 
It has already been noted that the earliest insular coinages to circulate in the area that 
came to be characterised by the Southern regional-stylistic series were mainly gold 
quarters rather than staters; a reversal of the pattern in the Eastern region (figure 6.1). 
The differences between these regions appear to have intensified following the 
introduction of new denominations from c. 60/50 BC, with the failure of the societies of 
Hampshire and the south coast to adopt bronze coinage revealing a fundamentally 
different approach to coinage. The production of staters and quarters intensified during 
phases 5-6 (c. 60-20 BC), with the smaller gold denomination retaining its dominance 
(figure 6.9). Of the new denominations, it was the largest silver coin (the unit) which 
dominated, being struck in numbers that roughly matched the gold. The explosion of 
diverse silver coinages in this region at this time has been commented on in Chapter 4 
(see also Rudd 2006a). Silver half units and minims appear to have formed only a small 
element of the coinage, meaning that the Southern societies would have had limited 
access to low-denomination coinage (compared to those of the Eastern region and Kent) 
but a relatively large number and range of higher value coins. 
In contrast to the Eastern region, the overall scale of coin production appears to have 
contracted after c. 25/20 BC. In phase 7 (dominated by the coinages of Tincomarus) 
staters seem to have been struck in similar numbers to their predominantly uninscribed 
counterparts of phases 5-6. Quarters, previously the dominant denomination, appear to 
have been produced in significantly lower quantities (figure 6.9). This appears to 
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suggest that staters came to represent a more important element of the coinage in phase 
7 (see figure 6.10). The large number of staters in the surviving sample of this period, 
however, may include a distortion caused by the 256 staters found at Alton (Cheesman 
1998), the vast majority of which were issues of Tincomarus. Taking this into account it 
is possible that the stater-quarter balance remained roughly constant and that the overall 
level of gold produced fell, a pattern that continued into phase 8 (note how the 
proportion of staters in figure 6.8 falls when hoards are excluded). 
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Figure 6.9: Southern coinage by denomination and period. 
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Figure 6.10: Southern coinage: denominations as percentage of recorded 
coinage. 
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Silver patterns are influenced by late silver-based assemblages from Wanborough 
(Cheesman 1994) and Waltham St Lawrence (Burnett 1990) that dominate the surviving 
sample. Taking this into consideration, and the shorter length of the overlapping period 
9 (c. AD 30-45), we can suggest that silver probably came to form a larger proportion of 
the circulating coinage, with units and minims perhaps even increasing in real terms. 
 
6.2.6 Currency in the south-east 
Although we can identify a number of basic continuities across south-eastern England, 
regional and local factors appear to have shaped the denominational structure of coinage. 
The gold stater and quarter stater denominations inherited from earlier imported 
Continental coinages seem to have been preserved in all areas, but the emphasis placed 
on the production of each varied between regions. From the onset of insular production, 
staters dominated in the Eastern region, while quarters formed the largest proportion of 
the gold coinages in Kent and the Southern region. This pattern could be attributed to 
changing levels of wealth and access to raw material, particularly after the Roman 
conquest of Gaul reshaped relationships with the Continent. It could be argued that the 
communities to the south of the Thames had less access to supplies of gold and, 
therefore, struck a smaller module coin in order to issue more coins from a limited 
quantity of metal. This is unsatisfactory, however, as the preference for quarters appears 
to have been established early in the first century BC, when the south coast is known to 
have maintained strong links to the Continent (Cunliffe & de Jersey 1997; Cunliffe 
2005). Regional differences in the production of different gold denominations are more 
likely to reflect the suitability of each to the needs of their issuers and users.  
Localised innovation and the introduction of coins of new metal and module impacted 
all parts of the south-east from about 60/50 BC. Some developments were apparently 
universal, such as the production of silver units, while others such as silver half-units, 
minims and different bronze coinages reveal local experimentation with coin 
denomination. The denominational structures across the south-east reveal a number of 
fundamental differences. Coin-using societies in Kent maintained a high level of access 
to base-metal coinage, while those of the Southern region lacked any base-metal 
coinage and, furthermore, appear to have focussed on the production of higher value 
silver units rather than lower value half units and minims.  
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The absence of a bronze coinage could be argued to reflect the lack of access of 
Southern producers to supplies of bronze. Although archaeological evidence suggests 
that sites in the Eastern region like Colchester, Braughing-Puckeridge and St Albans 
controlled the exchange networks that extended across the channel and into northern 
and western Britain by the later first century BC (Cunliffe 2005, 602-3), the continued 
production and use of other bronze artefacts speaks against such an interpretation. 
Furthermore, the failure to strike lower denomination silver coins in greater numbers 
points to a decision to focus on higher value coin production. The different focus on 
gold, silver and base-metal coinage across the south-east make more sense if they are 
seen to reflect differences in the social context in which coins were used, in turn 
reflecting differences in their primary function. 
 
6.2.7 The northern and western ‘periphery’ 
The North Eastern, East Anglian and Western regional-stylistic coinage traditions are 
characterised by bi-metallic production, all including gold staters and quarters and silver 
units and half units. Although a similar suite of denominations is found in each region, 
the availability and emphasis placed on the production of each denomination appears to 
have varied considerably through space and time (as in the south-east). In the following 
discussion the chronological phases are those outlined in chapters 4 and 5 and 
summarised in appendix A. 
 
Including hoards, excluding 
Hallaton 
Excluding hoards and 
Hallaton 
Gold stater  46% 36% 
Gold quarter 
  
1.5% 1.8% 
Silver unit  35% 41% 
Silver half unit  17% 20% 
Silver minim  <1% <1% 
Figure 6.11: The overall balance of North Eastern denominations in the surviving 
sample (excluding Hallaton, all periods). Denominations =/>5% are highlighted. 
 
6.2.8 The North East 
North Eastern coinage comprised five different denominations, although the surviving 
sample suggests that gold quarters and silver minims did not form a significant element 
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of the circulating currency (figure 6.11). Staters appear to have dominated the earliest 
coin supply (figure 6.12-13). Quarter stater production was short-lived and probably 
ceased at around the time of the introduction of silver, meaning that the coinage was 
formed first of gold staters and quarters and later of gold staters, silver units and half 
units. For most of the period between c. 50 BC and AD 50, just three denominations 
were struck in the north-east Midlands. 
The chronology of the middle phases of North Eastern coinage is problematic, mainly 
due to the unsatisfactory classification of the massive ‘South Ferriby’ gold and the 
‘Boar Horse’ silver series (see Chapter 5). While some types can be ascribed to the 
earlier phase NE 2 (e.g. the ‘Sunflower’ stater ABC 1737 or the prototype Boar Horse 
types ABC 1779-94) and others to NE 3 (including the ‘Domino’ and ‘Kite’ coinages 
ABC 1758, 1815 and ABC 1761, 1818, 1839 and 1842), most types are labelled ‘NE 2-
3’ (see appendix A). Here, the coinages classified as NE 2-3, which includes the most 
common ‘South Ferriby’ gold staters (ABC 1743) and silver units (ABC 1797-1812), 
have been divided equally between the two phases. 
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Figure 6.12: North Eastern coinage by denomination (Hallaton excluded). For 
production periods see appendix A. 
The artificial division between NE 2 and NE 3 means that we cannot read too much into 
the figures for these periods (see figures 6.12-13). The similarity of NE 2 and NE 3 
figures to those for NE 4 (inscribed coinage), however, suggest that the denominational 
balance remained fairly constant from the time when silver coins were introduced, until 
the cessation of inscribed production. Around 40% of production was in gold; 60% in 
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silver. The differences between the uses of gold and silver within the region, identified 
in the analysis in chapters 4 and 5, will be considered further below. For the present 
purposes, it is sufficient to note the proportions of staters, silver units and half units, 
which can be compared to those of neighbouring regions. 
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Figure 6.13: North Eastern denominations as percentage of total recorded 
coinage in each period (Hallaton excluded). 
 
6.2.9 East Anglia 
Although the main denominations struck in East Anglia were the same as those in the 
North East, the proportions are very different. Gold staters, in particular, form just 8 % 
of the former sample, compared with 46% of the latter. Silver half units also appear to 
have been rarer in East Anglia, where the coinage was more clearly dominated by silver 
units. While the dominance of silver units is skewed slightly by a number of particularly 
large late silver hoards (such as Field Baulk, Stonea; see Chadburn 1992; Hobbs 1996), 
by excluding these hoards we can see that the dominance of silver units remains 
apparent (figure 6.14). 
During the first period of production in East Anglia (EA 1, c. 50-20 BC) gold staters (of 
the so-called ‘Norfolk Wolf’ type, ABC 1393-99) and silver units (of the early ‘Face 
Horse’ series, ABC 1495 ff.) appear to have been produced in similar numbers (figures 
6.15-16). Although both were in production at the same time, John Talbot’s exhaustive 
study of the series has found no evidence to suggest that the production of staters and 
 264 
units was linked (Talbot 2006, 235) each being distributed in different areas. Quarters 
were exceptionally rare during this period.  
 Including hoards Excluding hoards 
Gold stater 8% 13% 
Gold quarter stater 2% 6% 
Silver unit 87% 72% 
Silver half unit 3% 8% 
Figure 6.14: The overall balance of East Anglian denominations in the surviving 
sample (all periods). Denominations =/>5% are highlighted. 
The denominational structure of East Anglian coinage underwent a significant change in 
EA 2 (c. 20 BC-AD 5), with gold staters and quarters and silver units and half units 
produced in clear denominational suites (Talbot 2006, 235-6). The three larger 
denominations seem to have been struck in similar quantities. This complex 
denominational system appears to have been fairly short-lived, with quarter staters 
disappeared from production during EA 3 (c. AD 5-20). Staters declined and silver unit 
production increased exponentially from EA 3. The scale of production certainly 
intensified after c. AD 20 (EA 4).  
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Figure 6.15: East Anglian coinage by denomination from c. 50 BC. 
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Figure 6.16: East Anglian denominations as percentage of total recorded 
coinage in each period. 
 
6.2.10 The West 
The overall denominational balance of Western coinage is very similar to the East 
Anglian coinage but for the greater scarcity of silver half units (compare figure 6.17, 
below, to 6.14). The proportions of silver units (both including and excluding hoards) 
are almost identical in both region, but very different from the North East. 
 Including hoards Excluding hoards 
Gold stater 10% 16% 
Gold quarter stater 2% 7% 
Silver unit 87% 76% 
Silver half unit <1% 1% 
Figure 6.17: The overall balance of Western and East Wiltshire denominations in 
the surviving sample (all periods). Denominations =/>5% are highlighted. 
Any attempt to assess the changing denominational balance of Western coinage through 
time is complicated by the absence of a well understood chronology (see chapter 4 and 
appendix A). The earliest phase, WE 1, runs from about 40-10 BC and includes the 
earliest gold, ‘British RA’ gold staters (ABC 2003) and ‘RB’ quarters (ABC 2009), as 
well as ‘Dobunnic A’ silver units (ABC 2012). The distributions of these types suggest 
that they represent an initial stage in the adoption and spread of coinage within the 
 266 
region (chapters 3-4). The derivative silver ‘Dobunnic B’, ‘C’ and ‘D’ (ABC 2015; 2018; 
2021) are also included in WE 1. The middle phase, WE 2, comprises the late 
uninscribed silver issues ‘Dobunnic E’ (ABC 2024), ‘F’ (ABC 2027) and ‘IJ’ (ABC 2036) 
types, together with the earliest inscribed coinages of BODVOC, CORIO and INAM. 
The last phase, WE3, includes the remaining inscribed coinages.  
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Figure 6.18: Western coinage by denomination (excluding the only sizable 
hoards from Pershore in Worcestershire and Farmborough in Somerset).  
Despite these problems figure 6.18 suggests that the overall scale of production in the 
Western region peaked during the second half of the first century BC and declined after 
the turn of the millennium. Silver production reveals the clearest signs of a reduction in 
the scale of production, while gold coinages, conversely, appear to have been struck in 
greater numbers (see figure 6.19). As a caveat to these observations, it should be noted 
that the surviving sample is dramatically smaller than those of the neighbouring regions. 
Although there is a less developed tradition of finds recording than in East Anglia and 
the East Midlands, the smaller sample may suggest that coin production was conducted 
on a significantly lower scale in than in neighbouring regions, but it would require 
comparative die studies to determine whether this was the case. The apparent increased 
focus on gold production in later periods contrasts with the trend in East Anglia. This 
could have been caused by a lack of access to silver – certainly many of the middle 
phase ‘Dobunnic IJ’ coinages are struck from increasingly debased silver (Haselgrove 
1993, 47). As the latest silver coins of ANTED and EISV, however, are struck from 
better silver, this development may point to differences in the ways in which coins were 
being used in the Western region at the time of the Roman conquest. 
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Figure 6.19: Western denominations as a percentage of recorded coinage in 
each period (excluding the only sizable hoards from Pershore in Worcestershire 
and Farmborough in Somerset). 
 
6.2.11 Conclusions 
Stylistic links extended between the earliest insular coinages of the south-east, 
suggesting that there was a considerable degree of contact between groups living to the 
north and south of the Thames and in Kent. It appears likely that individuals or 
communities of this region were forced to rely on the same limited pool of expertise and 
shared technology. Against this backdrop of cooperation, which may support a model of 
independent autonomous moneyers, differences emerged in the choices of which 
denominations were struck at a regional or local level. In Kent and coastal southern 
Britain gold was struck mainly as quarter staters, whilst issuers in Eastern Britain and 
on the Hampshire-Wiltshire-Dorset border, appear to have struck mainly staters. These 
choices make most sense if they are seen to reflect local differences in the primary 
functions of coinage within the various societies of southern Britain. 
The different denominational structures within the south-east after the conquest of Gaul, 
chiefly the decision whether or not to strike bronze and the focus on high- or low-value 
coins, can be explained in a number of ways. The Roman conquest of Gaul would 
probably have disrupted traditional social and economic networks that extended 
between Britain and the Continent. It is also likely that direct Roman influence in 
Britain altered the fortune of individuals and communities within south-eastern Britain. 
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It is possible to argue that the failure of Southern coin-authorities to strike in bronze 
reflected the lack of access to raw materials that were reaching Kent and later came to 
be monopolised by the rulers and issuers of Eastern coinage. Although this was possibly 
the case, it is of some interest that the Southern region, which clearly had access to 
silver, chose to produce larger silver and gold denominations rather than the silver half-
units and minims that could have served as a substitute for the lower-value bronzes 
being struck elsewhere in the south-east. As such, the denominational structure reveals 
fundamental local differences in the development and role of coinage across the south-
east. 
Differences can also be seen beyond the south-east. The western and northern 
peripheries of coin-using Britain did not strike bronze coins. Gold and silver were 
produced, but with a different focus on the production of each in the different regions. A 
basic assessment of the denominational structure in East Anglia and the West suggests 
that the coinages of the two areas were similar (compare figures 6.14 and 6.17). The 
level of production, however, seems to have intensified in the former region during the 
first century AD, with an increased focus on silver; Western coinages were produced in 
smaller numbers with an increased focus on gold during the same period. The North 
East produced a more even and consistent balance of gold and silver coinages 
throughout the period. 
Within the context of these observations, the patterns of difference in the consumption 
of different metals become more relevant, identifying localised as well as regional 
differences. Many examples can be found, from the discrepancies between the 
distributions of Snettisham staters, quarters and silver to the differences of SAM silver 
and bronze distributions in Kent. These examples appear to attest an issuer using coins 
of different metals and denominations in their interactions with different social groups 
in different areas, but could also reflect the response of their issuer to changing local 
demand for different denominations. The appearance of EISV gold, but not silver, 
beyond the Severn and Avon in Gloucestershire appears to attest more fundamental 
differences between the roles of coinage within different regions, as the area where 
EISV gold is found could be described as a gold-only-using area. This certainly appears 
to be the case with communities to the north and south of the Humber. Over an 
extended period from the late uninscribed period, through the inscribed period, only 
gold penetrated north of the Humber Estuary, with silver coins struck by the same 
issuers as the gold restricted to Lincolnshire and more southerly parts.  
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It is possible to identify four basic currency ‘zones’: 
1. Tri-metallic production in Kent and the Eastern region 
2. Bi-metallic production (with an emphasis on high-value denominations) to the 
south 
3. Bi-metallic production in the northern and western ‘periphery’ 
4. Single alloy, one or two denomination coinages in the south-west 
Within these broad zones we can detect regional and local differences in the availability 
of different denominations through time. In reality, local communities tended to 
produce their coinage following local or regional traditions and precedents, sometimes 
introducing new denominations (derived from those of neighbouring groups) and 
sometimes abandoning those that seemed less useful. Local decisions of this type reflect 
the local demand (and hence uses) to which coinage was being put. Although gold 
staters and silver units were common to the first three of the currency ‘zones’ listed 
above, they are unlikely to have possessed directly equivalent values (given their 
variable weight standard and metallic composition). More importantly, differences in 
geographical and social context mean that even where similar denominations were 
produced, they could have served different functions.  
 
6.2.12 The direction and distribution of Eastern denominations 
Up until this point the analysis has not seriously considered the evidence for and 
significance of differences in the distribution of metals and denominations – a trend 
clearly identified in chapter 4. Figure 6.20 shows the number of coins of the Eastern 
regional-stylistic series and the proportion of each denomination found both within and 
beyond the main areas in which they appear to have circulated. The data is collated by 
modern county boundary and all counties with at least ten coin finds have been included. 
Hoards have been excluded as they skew the smaller samples in this analysis. In total, 
Essex has produced 2013 non-hoard coins of an identifiable denomination, although 
almost half of these are from the votive site at Harlow (see Haselgrove 1989a and 2005b, 
409-16 for a recent reassessment of the site). For this reason Harlow has been excluded, 
bringing the Essex sample in line with that from Hertfordshire.  
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Figure 6.20: Eastern coinage by denomination in each modern county with more 
than ten coins (the totals exclude hoards and, in Essex, the Harlow site 
assemblage). The size of each sample is shown. 
Hertfordshire and Essex clearly formed the core of the Eastern coin tradition over an 
extended period, with production and use linked to major sites such as Colchester, St 
Albans and Braughing (see chapter 4). It can be observed that between one-half and 
two-thirds of the coinage in these counties comprised bronze issues. Kent was heavily 
influenced by Eastern issues during periods 7 and 8 (i.e. after c. 25/20 BC; see above) 
and this is reflected in the large number of Eastern coins reaching Kent. The balance of 
Eastern denominations in Kent is similar to that in Hertfordshire suggesting that it 
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received a representative sample of the overall circulating Eastern coinage. The large 
sample of Eastern coins from Northamptonshire and Oxfordshire appear to exhibit 
similar balances to Hertfordshire, Essex and Kent, while those from Cambridgeshire, 
Suffolk and Buckinghamshire feature higher proportions of Eastern gold and/or silver 
coins. The surviving sample suggests that Eastern coins reached areas to the south and 
south-west of the Thames in much smaller quantities and that it was mainly gold coins, 
particularly staters that moved in this direction. 
 
Figure 6.21: Eastern coinage by period in each modern county with more than 
ten coins (hoards excluded; Harlow ritual site excluded). 
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As the denominational structure of Eastern coinage changed over time, being dominated 
first by gold and later by bronze, the regional differences seen in figure 6.20 could be 
attributed to chronological differences between the county samples. Figure 6.21, 
however, suggests that counties with similar chronological profiles (e.g. Essex, Surrey, 
Wiltshire and Warwickshire) might feature very different denominational balances. 
West Sussex, which includes the highest proportion of coins struck before c. 20 BC, has 
a denominational balance closer to the later samples from neighbouring counties than to 
Norfolk and Suffolk, which also feature high proportions of early coinage. Thus, the 
patterns in figure 6.20 appear to reflect real differences in the dominant directions in 
which different denominations travelled.  
 
Figure 6.22: Eastern coinage of Cunobelin by denomination and county (hoards 
excluded; Harlow ritual site excluded). 
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The dominance of issues of Cunobelin within the Eastern series offer a unique 
opportunity to examine the denominations of a single issuer (thus removing issues of 
chronology from the analysis). Although the samples in figure 6.22 are smaller, only 
those from Lincolnshire and West Sussex differ considerably from the general pattern 
(figure 6.20). A substantial proportion of the Eastern coins moving to the south and 
west can be seen to have been gold staters and quarters. 
Figures 6.20 and 6.22 demonstrate a number of interesting discrepancies in the relative 
presence of Eastern coins of different denominations both within and beyond their main 
circulation area, which require some explanation. In general terms the centre of Eastern 
coin circulation (Essex-Hertfordshire) is dominated by bronze. The coinage moving into 
Kent and to the north of this area can be seen to exhibit similar denomination balances, 
although the slightly higher proportions of gold should be noted. As such, Eastern 
‘exports’ can be seen as a more or less representative sample of the currency that 
circulated within the Eastern region. It is of some interest that the Eastern ‘exports’ do 
not appear to have respected the bi-metallic traditions of East Anglia and the North 
Eastern regions. The actual numbers of Eastern bronze coinage found in these regions 
must have been quite low and we can speculate that they were either brought back by 
people travelling to the Eastern region, received in payment from people in the Eastern 
region or, in some cases, reached these areas later within the early post-conquest 
circulating coinage. 
The higher proportions of Eastern gold to the north of Essex-Hertfordshire are also seen 
to the west, even in areas than fell wholly or partially within the tradition of Eastern 
coin-use. It has been suggested that some major settlements on the fringe of the Eastern 
tradition (for example Dorchester-on-Thames in Oxfordshire) may have contributed to 
the production and distribution of Eastern coinage (see chapter 4, figure 4.29 and 
associated discussion). There can be little doubt, however, that the ultimate authority 
behind later Eastern coinages, produced after c. 20 BC, was closely linked to the major 
‘royal complexes’ of Hertfordshire and Essex (especially St Albans and Colchester). As 
such the higher proportions of gold coinage may be explained by the nature of the 
relationships and interactions between the leaders and communities in these areas and 
the main issuers of Eastern coinage. Rulers like Tasciovanos or Cunobelin perhaps used 
precious metal coinage at the margins of their territorial influence to cement 
relationships with local elites. Conversely, they were less concerned with supplying 
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bronze coinage required to make small payments which perhaps also acquired market 
functions. 
The deliberate selection and use of high value gold denominations is more apparent in 
the denomination balances of Eastern ‘exports’ seen to the south and south-west of the 
upper reaches of the River Thames. Here, gold staters, and to a lesser degree quarters, 
appear to have been used more frequently in the interactions with individuals and 
groups in this area. While it has been suggested that a number of early coinages – those 
issued before c. 60/50 BC – attest the reliance on shared sources of production expertise 
(see Chapter 3 and 4), traditional accounts have emphasised the friction between 
Cunobelin and the rulers of the Southern dynasty and the gradual extension of his 
influence into the Southern region. If this is correct, the higher presence of Eastern gold 
in these areas could reflect a difference of function; they were perhaps used to make the 
high value payments (such as bribes, offerings, largess) that allowed Cunobelin to 
secure influence in this region. 
Figure 6.23 shows the findspots, denominations and quantities of Cunobelin’s coinage 
in the wider Southern region (Greater London, Surrey, West Sussex, Hampshire, 
Berkshire and Wiltshire). It is immediately apparent that very little of his coinage 
reached the south coast, with the exception of a quantity of bronze from Chichester. The 
vast majority of his coins come from the north of the region. Furthermore, most have 
been found at the larger proto-urban centres (Silchester and Cunetio) and temple sites 
(Wanborough) of the region. This is precisely the area in which Cunobelin is sometimes 
thought to have gained influence in the decades before the Roman invasion. It was also 
in this area that rulers with Eastern ties (Epaticcus and Caratacus) can be seen to have 
issued coinage in the Southern stylistic tradition (see chapter 3 and the distribution of 
their coins in chapter 4, figures 4.62 and 4.63). Thus, the higher proportions of gold are 
perhaps consistent with Cunobelin’s alleged attempts to increase his influence to the 
south of the Thames and to assist members of his own family to establish their own 
positions in this area. 
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Figure 6.23: coinage of Cunobelin in Southern region (Greater London, Surrey, 
Berkshire, Wiltshire, Hampshire and West Sussex). Findspots and quantities of 
each denomination are shown. 
 
6.2.13 The direction and distribution of Kentish coinage 
Just over half of the surviving Kentish coins are potins. Figure 6.24 suggests that these 
coins travelled considerable distances, reaching Essex in large numbers. Substantial 
numbers also reached Hertfordshire and Surrey. As potins were part of an earlier 
tradition that essentially ended as local gold, silver and bronze production began, it is of 
limited use to examine potin in conjunction with later gold, silver and bronze coinage. 
Figure 6.25, therefore, looks only at denominations struck after about 60/50 BC. 
Interestingly, once potins are excluded, only three counties outside Kent have more than 
ten non-hoard specimens of Kentish coinage; Essex, Hertfordshire and East Sussex. 
These patterns suggest that there was no significant use of Kentish coinage beyond the 
confines of its main circulation area. The ‘exports’ that did reach areas north of the 
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Thames can be seen to be broadly representative of what was in circulation within Kent. 
Those reaching West Sussex, however, clearly comprise mainly gold and silver. 
 
Figure 6.24: Kentish coinage by denomination in each modern county with more 
than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
Unlike the patterns of Eastern series ‘exports’, chronological differences go some way 
towards explaining the variations (see figure 6.26). Kentish gold quarters appear to be 
slightly over-represented in Essex and this can be explained by the fact that the sample 
includes a slightly higher proportion of coins of earlier phase 5/6. This pattern is further 
accentuated in West Sussex, where both the proportions of phase 5/6 coins and gold 
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quarters are higher still. This pattern suggests that when Kentish coinage was ‘exported’ 
beyond Kent, the denominations seem to reflect the balance of the circulation pool 
within Kent at that time.  Kentish coinage appears not to have fulfilled a significant role 
beyond the principal circulation area in the Medway-Gravesham and Dover-Thanet 
districts (see chapter 4). 
 
Figure 6.25: Kentish coinage by denomination (excluding potins) in each 
modern county with more than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
 
 278 
 
Figure 6.26: Kentish coinage by period in each modern county with more than 
ten coins (hoards excluded). 
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Figure 6.27: Southern coinage by denomination in each modern county with 
more than ten coins (hoards excluded). Surrey is very heavily influenced by the 
votive deposits at Wanborough (which account for 94% of the non-hoard coins 
from the county). 
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Figure 6.28: Southern coinage by period in each modern county with more than 
ten coins (hoards excluded). 
 
6.2.14 The direction and distribution of Southern coinage 
Both the overall sample size and the number of individual counties exhibiting high 
numbers of Southern non-hoard coins are lower than their Eastern equivalents (see 
figure 6.27). Surrey has produced the most, although this is heavily influenced by the 
coins recovered from the major votive site at Wanborough, which accounts for 94% of 
the Southern coins from the county. The denominational and chronological (figure 6.28) 
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profiles of the county are clearly different from those of neighbouring counties. 
Wanborough should be seen as an example of a late votive coin site on the fringes of the 
main circulation area, similar to Hallaton in Leicestershire (chapters 4 and 5). Excluding 
Surrey, the largest samples of Southern non-hoard coins come from West Sussex and 
Hampshire. Although the chronological balance of these samples is very similar, the 
denominational balances exhibit clear differences. The former county includes more 
gold than silver and a clear preference for quarters; the latter a higher proportion of 
silver. The gold comprises more staters than quarters. The samples from Berkshire and 
Oxfordshire are similar to Hampshire. The denominational balance of Southern series 
coins suggests that there were two discrete zones of coin-use in the region; one centred 
on Chichester and Sussex, the other extending from the Solent northwards to the 
Thames. 
Southern coinages found to the north of the Thames in Hertfordshire, Essex and 
Cambridgeshire are dominated by gold quarters. Even accepting that some Southern 
style quarters can now be re-attributed to the Eastern series on distributional grounds 
(see chapter 4), it is clear that it was gold quarters that travelled most readily beyond the 
core area of their distribution. The chronological balance of these coinages suggest that 
almost all of the ‘exports’ reaching these parts belong to phase 6 (c. 50-25/20 BC). 
 
6.2.15 The direction and distribution of ‘peripheral’ coinages 
South Western coins appear not to have travelled much outside the broad circulation 
area indicated by the distribution of coins of all periods ascribed to the series (see 
chapter 4). The thirteen South Western coins from Norfolk come from five sites, 
including Saham Toney and Snettisham. There is no clear explanation for why more 
South Western coins reached the county. As the denominations included in figure 6.29 
were not contemporary with one another the denomination balance is less meaningful, 
reflecting only the changing focus of successive gold, silver, base-silver and bronze 
coinages seen in chapter 4.  
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Figure 6.29: South Western coinage by denomination in each modern county 
with more than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
The denominational balance of Western coinages (figure 6.30) is more instructive. The 
largest samples of non-hoard Western coinage come from Gloucestershire and 
Oxfordshire. Both are formed of around 86% silver. The chronological profiles of these 
samples are similar, although that of Oxfordshire suggests that it comprises a slightly 
higher proportion of earlier coins (see figure 6.31). The next largest samples are 
Wiltshire and Hereford and Worcester (the old county boundary structures the CCI 
dataset), which both comprise close to 70% silver. Chronologically the Wiltshire sample 
is much earlier than the Hereford and Worcester sample, which has a similar 
chronological profile to neighbouring Gloucestershire. Avon clearly lies within the 
Western distribution. Although the sample is small the denominational and 
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chronological profiles are similar to Gloucestershire. The higher proportion of gold 
reaching Hereford and Worcestershire can be seen to reflect the trend for a greater 
movement of gold coins to the north-west and south-west. It can be suggested that gold 
was used more at and beyond the fringes of the main circulation area of Western 
coinage and, particularly, to the west. 
 
Figure 6.30: Western and East Wiltshire coinages by denomination in each 
modern county with more than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
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Figure 6.31: Western coinage by period in each modern county with more than 
ten coins (hoards excluded). 
Like South Western coins, those of the East Anglian series appear not to have travelled 
much beyond the main area of their production and use (figure 6.32). Norfolk findspots 
clearly dominate the East Anglian data. Despite their significantly smaller samples, the 
denominational balance is similar in Suffolk and Cambridgeshire. Only Essex and 
Lincolnshire have produced more than ten non-hoard East Anglian coins at outlying 
locations. In both cases these coins exhibit similar profiles, perhaps with slightly higher 
proportions of gold. In general terms, it can be suggested that the East Anglian ‘exports’ 
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reflect a more or less random sample of the coinage circulating within East Anglia. 
Little can be said about the chronological profiles (figure 6.33). 
 
Figure 6.32: East Anglian coinage by denomination in each modern county with 
more than ten coins (hoards excluded). Norfolk is heavily influenced by the 
votive coin assemblage from Snettisham, which accounts for 59% of the non 
hoard coins from the county. 
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Figure 6.33: East Anglian coinage by period in each modern county with more 
than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
By contrast, a fairly large number of counties outside of the main circulation area of 
North Eastern coinage have produced at least ten non-hoard finds, some exhibiting very 
different denominational balances (see figure 6.34). The largest samples come from 
Lincolnshire and North Lincolnshire, which comprise 70% and 57% silver respectively. 
Although the samples from the Yorkshire counties are all relatively small they are 
distinctive, featuring significantly higher proportions of gold and a later chronological 
balance (see figure 6.35). This pattern complements the conclusions of chapter 4 and 5, 
which suggested that the area to the north of the Humber exhibited different patterns of 
coin-use from those to the south. Samples of North Eastern coinage from 
Nottinghamshire, Leicestershire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire reveal different 
denominational balances, but generally feature higher proportions of gold than 
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Lincolnshire at the centre of the distribution. The proportions of gold are higher to the 
far south-west and south-east (Warwickshire and Essex), despite different chronological 
profiles. Norfolk is interesting as its sample of North Eastern coins shows a 
denominational balance similar to Lincolnshire, suggesting that the ‘exports’ reaching 
this area represent a more or less random selection of the coinage circulating within the 
main distribution of North Eastern coinage. 
 
Figure 6.34: North Eastern coinage by denomination in each modern county 
with more than ten coins (hoards excluded). Leicestershire is heavily influenced 
by the Hallaton votive coin assemblage, which accounts for more than 99% of 
the non hoard coins from the county. 
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Figure 6.35: North Eastern coinage by period in each modern county with more 
than ten coins (hoards excluded). 
 
6.2.16 Conclusions   
It has long been argued that the denominational structure of British Iron Age coinage 
suggests that much of Britain relied on coins of the same denomination (see comments 
by Van Arsdell 1989, 27, quoted above). Even ignoring differences in the chronological 
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development of coin-use, however, an analysis of the surviving coin sample suggests 
that the availability of even the more ‘universal’ denominations, the gold stater and the 
silver unit, varied considerable across coin-using Britain (see figure 6.36).  
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Figure 6.36: Each regional series divided by denomination. 
This has been shown to over-simplify the picture. Within compatible denominational 
structures such as the Eastern region and Kent or the northern and western peripheries, 
different trends were identified. The marked decline in the use of gold in East Anglia 
and corresponding rise in gold production in the West during the early first century AD 
is just one example. Coins were clearly being used differently even by contemporary 
issuers and rulers north and south of the Thames or in East Anglia and the West even 
when the denominational structure appears broadly similar. 
The patterns emphasised above are produced by an analysis confined by the regional-
stylistic categories of our inherited classification systems and naturally treat them as 
homogeneous zones. The directional analysis of denominations, however, uses modern 
county boundaries. Whilst this is an equally crude tool, it allows localised differences in 
the denominational structure of a regional series to be identified within and beyond the 
main areas of its circulation (as defined by cumulative distribution maps; see chapter 4). 
In this way, we can detect differences in the availability of denominations between West 
Sussex and Hampshire-Berkshire-Oxfordshire within the Southern region. While these 
could be mapped onto stylistic and distribution maps and seen to show the different 
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monetary traditions of different tribes, the same patterns are also found in areas which 
exhibit stronger stylistic and distributional continuities. The differences in the 
movement of gold and silver to the north of the Humber, for example, suggests that 
coins of different metal and denomination, struck by the same ruler, penetrated different 
areas. This hints at the different functions of gold and silver, possible socio-political 
divisions within the overall distribution area of North Eastern coinage and the different 
relationships that existed between issuers and users in these different areas. 
 
6.3 Impact on debates over the function of coinage 
It was not the principal aim of this thesis to discuss the question of the function of 
coinage within Iron Age society. The approach to the analysis and interpretation of coin 
distributions advanced in this thesis, however, has identified a number of recurring 
patterns that suggest that different denominations functioned differently in different 
geographical, chronological and social contexts.  
In line with ‘substantivist’ and ‘cultural economic’ approaches to the function of 
coinage (see chapter 2), no single role is here sought for coins in Iron Age Britain. 
Instead function is considered as a dynamic facet of coinage; one which changed as 
coins penetrated new geographical areas and different elements of society. Even if we 
accept that the first coins arrived in Britain from the Continent as part of a single 
process – perhaps as payments to mercenaries, through cross-channel trade or gift 
exchange – it is likely that they were rapidly reinterpreted within specific local social 
contexts.  
If we acknowledge that the coin-using area of southern Britain was comprised of a 
number of social groups, each with their own distinctive structures and practices, and 
that these groups adopted coins at different times under different conditions and 
influences, we ought to expect a significant degree of functional variability. As early 
imported coins were struck from gold, they must have been inherently valuable to the 
ancient Britons, allowing them to assume roles in a wide range of social, political, 
economic and religious practices alongside or replacing other objects (see Fitzpatrick 
2005 for links between coins and torcs). 
The suitability of coinage for use in different arenas of social, political, economic and 
religious life must have been affected by its availability (the quantity in circulation) and 
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the range of denominations. It is assumed that scarce early ‘imports’ in a region are 
likely to have served different roles than later, more abundant, locally struck coinages, 
even when they were of identical metal alloy and module. The decision to strike coins 
also reveals a fundamental change in function, reflecting the transition from coinage as 
a passively absorbed object to desirable or necessary object within local society. 
Subsequent changes in the form of coinage – to its colour, metal, denomination and 
design – could all have resulted from, or resulted in, changes of function. The sudden 
augmentation of gold coinage with silver, for example, could point to increased demand 
for denominations suitable for making smaller payments, perhaps under the influence of 
external coinages, or reflect increased access to the supplies of silver that allowed its 
production and resulted in coins being used for smaller payments.  
Although there was no single trajectory for the development of coinage in Britain, many 
of the following changes impacted on the different regional coinages and can be related 
to possible functional changes. 
1. Importation: parts of Britain were exposed to coinage around a century before 
the onset of insular production in c. 100 BC. Initially, at least, they must have 
been scarce and unfamiliar objects. Similarly, as coin-use spread beyond south-
eastern Britain, areas that went on to strike coinage first had access to coins 
imported from neighbouring groups. The appearance of ‘British QB’ and ‘QC’ 
in the Severn Valley from about 50/40 BC can be seen as a precursor to local 
production (see chapter 4, figure 4.71 and discussion). While coins may have 
been deliberately imported to serve a particular role, it is perhaps more likely 
that they represent a by-product of long- or short-term social, political or 
economic contacts and relationships which extended between the source and 
destination communities. 
 
2. Early local imitative production: the decision to strike a local coinage, rather 
than relying on coins from external sources, implies a fundamental change in 
function, with the production and use of coinage becoming desirable or 
necessary within a specific local context. The earliest uniquely local products 
usually borrowed their style, standard and denominations from the ‘imported’ 
types that preceded them. This may reflect only an initial reliance on the same 
sources of technology and expertise or the fact that the imported coinage 
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determined their role and the criteria that defined their acceptability in the eyes 
of local coin-users.  
 
3. Local diversification, experimentation and denominational complexity: 
Innovation and experimentation were common in the early stages of production 
in a particular region (chapter 4). The choices made over which denominations 
to strike and in what quantities could reveal aspects of the wealth, power and 
influence of the issuer and the nature of their interactions with different groups 
of users within local and wider society. They may also expose the demands of 
local coin-users and the decisions as to the form of coinage most suitable for the 
needs of its issuer and its users. 
 
4. External and Roman influence: the introduction of inscriptions and designs that 
directly or indirectly drew inspiration from external coinages, especially those of 
Rome, may have resulted from and/or led to functional changes in the coinage. 
Such factors offered the opportunity for issuers to express difference from their 
predecessors (Williams 2001; 2005a). 
 
The function of coinage is also considered to have changed within its lifecycle (see 
Kemmers and Myrberg 2011, 89-90). Different functions can be associated with the 
primary context or stage of its lifecycle (production), the secondary context (use) and 
the tertiary context (deposition/loss and incorporation into the archaeological record). 
Primary functions – the reasons for its production – are perhaps best identified from 
physical characteristics: choices of metal, denomination, colour, weight, purity, designs 
and inscriptions. Tertiary functions are often evident from the archaeological context of 
its discovery. Coins found at ritual sites, in (proto-) urban contexts, isolated locations or 
in hoards, can tell us how and sometimes by whom a coin was used at the end of its 
‘lifetime’. Secondary functions are the most difficult to identify, as they are unlikely to 
leave a physical mark on the coin (unless, for example, they were cut – for testing or 
division into smaller tokens – indicating a role in exchange) and may not be reflected in 
the context of their deposition/loss (although a hoard of worn coins could suggest that 
its constituent parts had served other functions prior to their being hoarded and 
deposited). 
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Site Method of discovery Quantity 
Hallaton excavation 4945 
Snettisham excavation/detector finds from environs 1676 
Pershore excavation 1500 
Harlow excavation/detector finds from environs 1007 
Field Baulk chance find 872 
Wanborough excavation/illicit detecting 676 
 Figure 6.37: Largest assemblages in author’s database. 
Recent approaches have seen an emphasis placed on the ritual functions of coinage (see 
especially the collected papers in Haselgrove and Wigg-Wolf 2005). The present dataset 
suggests that the role played by coinage in ritual practice is highly significant. Of the six 
most common provenances in the author’s database (see figure 6.37), four are most 
plausibly interpreted as ritual sites (Hallaton, Snettisham, Harlow and Wanborough), 
while the Pershore hoards may also be ritual deposits. Although the final role of many 
British Iron Age coins was as offerings in a ritual context, often in the Roman period 
(Haselgrove 1987, 113 ff. 130; Curteis 2005; 2006), this does not preclude them having 
been produced for a very different primary function or having fulfilled other secondary 
roles prior to their deposition. There is evidence that coins were produced for ritual 
purposes (see chapter 2; de Jersey 2003; Delestrée 1996; Gruel 1989). Similarly, it 
should be noted that ritual deposition need not be confined to the ‘afterlife’ of a coin as 
the restoration of religious offerings to circulation are clear from the Greco-Roman 
World (see Eagleton and Williams 2007, 19, 35). Figure 6.38 displays the lifecycle of 
coins graphically and is designed to show how the function of coinage could undergo 
repeated changes during its ‘lifetime’. 
The size of the dataset employed in this thesis makes it impractical to consider the 
context of every coin’s discovery. Indeed, as the majority of coins are metal-detector 
finds, they do not always come with the kind of detailed context that enables us to 
determine how, when and why they were deposited. Patterns in the denominational 
structure of coinage through space and time (this chapter) and the distribution of coins 
of different metals and denominations (chapters 4-6), however, support the model of 
functional diversity and change hypothesised above. 
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Figure 6.38: Simple model of lifecycle of coin, indicating possible changing 
roles and functions.  
The denominational structure and distribution of early imported coinages suggests that 
they would have been relatively scarce compared to later imported and insular products. 
Their limited availability and lack of denominational diversity must have played a role 
in determining their function. It is probable that they circulated together with other 
valuable commodities within existing social networks, serving as a store of value and a 
means of making (large) payments. In later periods, when individual issuers were 
striking coinages in gold, silver and bronze, in larger quantities, coins would have been 
suited for use in a wider range of socio-economic interactions.  
It has been suggested above that coins reveal the agency of the individual issuer or ruler: 
their areas of influence and the diversity of their social, political and economic contacts, 
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within and beyond the main area of their influence (chapters 3 and 4). Taking the case 
of Addedomaros (chapter 4, figure 4.15), we can see significant differences in the 
distribution of his gold staters, gold quarters, silver units and bronze. The distribution of 
gold staters exhibited concentrations on the eastern and western fringes of his overall 
coin distribution, while gold quarters, silver and bronze were concentrated in a central 
lacuna within the stater distribution, around Braughing and on the Hertfordshire-Essex 
border. A similar difference in the distribution of denominations can be seen in the 
distribution of North Eastern ‘Domino’ or ‘Kite’ series coins (chapter 4, figure 4.102 
and 103). Although uninscribed, the distinctive use of, say, the ‘kite’ motif on gold 
staters and silver units leaves us in little doubt that they were produced by the same 
issuer. The gold coinages can be seen to have been directed at the area around the 
modern Humber crossing and to the north of the Estuary. Silver can be seen to have 
been restricted to the south of the Humber. Furthermore, this trend towards the different 
distribution of uninscribed North Eastern gold and silver can be seen to have continued 
into the inscribed period (chapter 4, figure 4.104 ff.). A similar pattern again can be 
seen in the different distributions of EISV gold staters and silver units (chapter 4, figure 
4.80). 
The production and apparently different circulation patterns of these denominations 
suggests that issuers chose to strike different coins for use in different geographical and 
social contexts. We can, therefore, posit that gold staters and silver units possessed 
different primary functions and speculate as to what these were. Gold staters were of 
high intrinsic value. On a symbolic level it could be suggested that they represented the 
wealth, power and authority of their issuer (see Creighton 2000 and Kurke 1999; 
Seaford 2004 for parallel discussion of metals in the Greek world). Following Aarts’ 
(2005) application of cultural-economic approaches to Iron Age and Roman north-
western Europe, we could suggest that gold staters were used in longer-term exchange 
cycles: those aimed at reproduction of social order rather than in short-term cycles 
related to trade and personal acquisition (2005, 12-3). In many cases the distribution 
patterns suggest that gold staters may have been suited to the maintenance of longer 
distance relationships with elites on the margins and beyond the issuer’s sphere of 
influence as indicated by the overall distribution of their coinage. By contrast, silver and 
bronze (and often small gold quarter staters) appear to exhibit clustered distributions 
often around settlements and key sites. As lower-value coins, potentially with a 
different set of symbolic associations, these denominations fulfilled different roles that 
 296 
were rooted in the regular interaction of issuer and users within local society. Such 
coins might have served to enable small payments and exchange in socio-political and 
religious contexts. Primary or secondary functions in the realm of market exchange 
should be considered.  
It is of course difficult to distinguish between the primary, secondary and tertiary 
functions of coinage. It is possible that EISV coins were struck to be used directly in 
elite negotiations beyond Severn-Avon, that the users of these coins (perhaps supporters 
or allies of the issuer) carried them to these areas, or that they circulated elsewhere but 
were deposited by their users at ritual places that were located in the area beyond the 
River Severn. Distributional analysis does not provide the answers to such problems, 
but it is hoped that coupled with contextual studies it could begin to do so. 
The analysis of chapters 3-6 reveals a number of recurring distribution patterns. 
Individual coinages, particularly silver and bronze, often exhibit localised distributions. 
Other coinages, especially gold coinages, reveal wider distributions. It is suggested here 
that together these patterns expose the complexities of the relationships between the 
issuers of coinage and the disparate communities with whom they held direct influence 
and/or maintained other social, political and economic ties. Coins of different metals 
and denominations played a role in the mediation of these relationships. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusions 
 
Coins, and their distribution patterns, have played a central role in the construction of 
historical narratives and social models in Iron Age studies. The principal aim of this 
thesis was to assemble a database of British Iron Age coin finds that was structured in a 
way that allowed it to be interrogated from chronological, geographical and traditional 
typological perspectives, using GIS software. Such an approach, it has been argued, 
offers the opportunity to expose the complexity of relationships between stylistic 
continuities, production expertise, production authority and coin-use, apparent in some 
distribution studies (see Leins 2008). The spatial and temporal scope of this thesis 
makes it difficult to explore all of these subjects in the detail they deserve, but, 
nonetheless, offers other benefits in the form of a rare holistic view of British Iron Age 
coinage. Accepted models of coin production, which have influenced, and been 
influenced by, models and assumptions about the structure of late Iron Age society, 
have been re-assessed in the light of this analysis. Below, a number of the key outcomes 
and achievements are emphasised. Significant new distribution patterns and trends are 
summarised and thoughts on the future direction of research and necessary development 
of our numismatic databases outlined. 
 
7.1 Databases: achievements and future work 
A database of 32,866 provenanced Iron Age coins has been assembled. Although the 
majority of these coins were drawn from the CCI, which itself reflects a recording 
tradition extending back to Stukeley (1776) and Evans (1864), additional sources of 
data were exploited (see chapter 2, figure 2.4). These included fifteen hundred coins 
from Pershore and around five thousand coins from Hallaton recorded by the author at 
the British Museum. In addition to lacking a number of major site assemblages and 
hoards, at the time of writing the online database of the CCI included only material 
recorded up until 2004. New finds from the period 2005-2007 were added to the present 
database, but records of the extended period 2005-2011 are yet to be made available 
online to the public or researchers. The reasons for this lie in the expiry in 2004 of the 
last of a series of grants that provided the CCI with comprehensive funding. The CCI 
card index is now maintained on a voluntary basis by John Sills, while the author 
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maintains an offline digital record of new hoard coins, with single finds being recorded 
by the PAS. While the addition of material in this thesis to the online CCI in 2011-12 
will go some way to updating this resource, funding is urgently required to fully update 
the CCI. This will involve the reconciliation of the online CCI and the card index, the 
merging of historic records of the PAS and CCI and the removal of duplicate records 
(see chapter 2). Further development of the online CCI is needed to insure that 
numismatic evidence can continue to play an active role in new Iron Age research over 
the coming decades. 
Updating the online CCI to reflect the outcomes of this research is considered an 
important step. Although digital datasets represent an increasingly common source of 
data for PhD and other research projects, it is not unusual for the results of this work not 
to be (re-)integrated into the digital record. It is noted, for example, that the 
reclassification of Gallo-Belgic material by Sills (2003a), was not added into the digital 
record of the CCI. This is not unique to Iron Age studies and can be seen in the many 
research projects drawn from the PAS database (see Walton, forthcoming). In most 
cases it reflects the lack of write-access of the actual researcher to the online database as 
well as the lack of time and resources. 
The geographical findspot information in the digital CCI dataset included a significant 
number of inaccuracies and recording errors. These were corrected in the present 
database and have subsequently been amended in the online records of the CCI. 
Problems remain with the standard of findspot information available to the user of 
digital CCI data. The vast majority of coin-finds are metal-detector finds recorded to 
four-figure NGR (or parish) level only (see figure 7.1). Furthermore, more than half of 
the six to ten figure grid references were recorded in Kent, reflecting the achievements 
of David Holman in accurately documenting excavation and metal-detector finds in this 
county. As such, the quality of spatial data for much of coin-using Britain remains 
relatively low. The problems created by this are discussed in chapters 2 and 5 and, 
although it is of less significance for macro-scale analysis of the type offered here, it 
becomes problematic in micro-scale studies. The standard of findspot information 
attached to PAS records, which refer almost exclusively to metal-detector finds, tends to 
be of higher quality but, as yet, this data still forms a small (if rapidly growing) 
proportion of the available Iron Age coin data. The importance of accurately recording 
findspots is a message that needs to be passed to metal-detectorists at every opportunity. 
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NGR Accuracy No. of unique 
NGRs 
No. of coins % 
Ten-figure 4 4 0.01 
Eight-figure 445 802 2.71 
Six-figure 882 9595 32.43 
Four-figure 1968 19182 64.84 
Total 3299 29583  
 Figure 7.1: Findspot accuracy. 
Although 39% of the coins in the present dataset are excavation coins, more than half of 
these come from Hallaton. If Hallaton is excluded this figure falls to 24%. Despite 
representing a minority within the available data, it was more frustrating when these 
finds lacked precise spatial data in the digital record of the CCI. There are several 
reasons why the level of spatial information recorded by excavators is not attached to 
coin records. Firstly, sites are often protected. While this can now be done by giving 
public and research users different levels of access to the data in online databases, in the 
past it was probably considered safer to record only low-resolution findspot information. 
This would not have been considered a problem as, until recently, the quantity of data 
was not so great as to preclude its manual reconstruction (see, for example, Haselgrove 
1987 and 2005c, 30-1 for comments on the impracticality of attempting to repeat this 
now). Secondly, at the time of the establishment of the offline digital CCI database, GIS 
was not used in archaeology, meaning that the value of such high level geographical 
data in a digital database may not have been considered. Thirdly, there is a general lack 
of dialogue between excavator and numismatist. It should be noted that although I have 
included the context and small find data for every Hallaton coin in the present dataset, 
as yet I have failed to translate this into accurate spatial data (twelve-figure NGRs) of 
the kind that would be required by micro-scale GIS analysis. This is a task that must be 
completed prior to its incorporation into the online CCI, but one which requires input 
from the excavation team.  
Historically the CCI has avoided dating coins as this has been a fluid and controversial 
area of Iron Age numismatics. The dating introduced by Haselgrove (1987; 1993; 1999), 
however, is broadly accepted and can be used to add a degree of time-depth to any 
analysis. As individual studies refine the chronologies of particular series (Leins 2007a; 
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2012 for the North East; Talbot 2006; forthcoming for East Anglia), these are easily 
altered in a digital dataset using a “find and replace” process. The addition of 
chronological detail to the present dataset was a significant step. Without the ability to 
add chronological depth to distribution maps, they have the effect of presenting the 
impression of static patterns of coin-use that obscure the true dynamic nature of the 
development of coinage (chapter 3). Adding this data to the online CCI is slightly more 
complicated, requiring input from PAS staff, but is a priority for the development of this 
database. 
The new catalogue, Ancient British Coinage (Cottam et al 2010), offers a reference 
system that allows coins of new types recorded since the publication of Van Arsdell 
(1989), which currently structures the CCI, to be incorporated into future research. At 
least 404 new types are identified in the new catalogue. While this has been added to the 
present dataset, these references need to be added to the online CCI with some urgency 
to allow the analyses employed in this thesis to be easily replicated and these new types 
to be recognised in future research projects. 
 
7.2 Chronological and spatial patterns and their interpretation 
Apparent boundaries between different regional-stylistic traditions within British Iron 
Age coinage have been central to Iron Age numismatics and wider studies of Iron Age 
society. These broad regional groups have been seen to support the backwards 
projection of the Roman civitas administrative structure into the pre-Roman period. It 
has been suggested that the socio-political units of the Roman province were based on 
coin-producing Iron Age groups or tribes. In chapter 3 this was criticised on theoretical 
and empirical grounds. Most significantly, the integrity of these patterns has been 
criticised, with chronological analysis demonstrating that the distributions that have 
been compared to the civitas areas inferred from Ptolemy’s Geography, can be 
identified as cumulative patterns most representative of coin-use in the decades 
immediately before the Roman invasion. The production and use of North Eastern 
coinages, for example, was focussed in northern Lincolnshire during the second half of 
the first century BC and did not cover an area comparable in size or focus to the later 
civitas of the Corieltavi until the first century AD (chapters 4 and 5). It is of some 
interest that Leicester, the Roman capital, appears to have been peripheral to all but the 
latest phase of North Eastern coin production (see chapter 5).  
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In the distribution of some of the earliest British coinages, we find a mixture of 
evidence for local agency and longer-distance relationships. In the case of British A, we 
can see a coinage probably produced by a single die-engraver for use at several 
geographically distinct locations within the south-east (chapter 4). Although it is 
difficult to decide whether there was a single issuer or ruler behind its production, or 
whether a number of independent rulers commissioned near-identical coinages from the 
same sources of craftsmanship, it is clear that the distribution of the coinage reveals 
nothing about tribal or group identity that can be related usefully to Romano-British 
civitas identities. A near contemporary coinage, like British D, suggests that the 
authority behind production could lie in an individual settlement or small community 
formed of neighbouring settlements. Its distribution points to the local focus of its 
lifecycle (production, circulation and use). Stylistic links to British A, B and C gold 
staters and South Western silver staters, however, suggest that local rulers or issuers 
over an extended area continued to draw upon a limited supply of expertise into the 
middle part of the first century BC. As such, wider stylistic patterns could serve to 
identify limitations of production expertise, while local variations reveal the relatively 
narrow areas of influence of the dominant individuals who issued coins within the 
potentially fragmented socio-political landscape of southern Britain. 
Although a number of new and distinct stylistic traditions emerge during the second half 
of the first century BC, the distribution of these cannot be equated with Roman civitas 
regions and, furthermore, they cannot be isolated from one another. British L types are 
found in the territories traditionally ascribed to at least two different tribal groups. 
Although they were issued to the north of the Thames, they are closely related to British 
MA, an early variety of which is found only on the south coast. Furthermore, it is likely 
that the same hand responsible for the latter coinage also produced similar varieties 
(MA/MB) in Wiltshire. Similarly, British QA and QB staters, and a whole series of 
related quarter staters, appear to reveal the hand of a single engraver, but appear to have 
circulated in very different areas. Such patterns indicate that while there was an increase 
in the availability of production expertise, this expertise was still employed by different 
issuers over a very wide geographical area. In chapters 3 and 4 it was suggested that 
these patterns indicate that it was normal during the uninscribed period for the 
craftsmen behind coin production to have been independent from the production 
authority. A situation with freelance engravers and moneyers (perhaps the same person?) 
was envisaged, although other explanations for stylistic continuities are possible and 
 302 
should be considered in future research. However, the basic conclusion is of the utmost 
significance. If stylistic links do not reveal socio-political or ethnic identities and 
continuities, we cannot use them as evidence for the political geography of Britain 
before AD 43.  
The appearance of inscriptions on coins in the south-east from about 30 BC is variously 
seen to indicate the emergence of new dynastic kings or to expose the existing 
institution of dynastic kingship. In the Southern region we can trace a real or imagined 
dynasty, with Tincomarus, Eppillus and Verica all claiming to be descended from 
Commios. The relationship between Addedomaros, Tasciovanos, Dubnovellaunos, 
ANDOCO, DIAS, RVES, SEGO, who all issued coins in the same style in the Eastern 
region and/or Kent, is less clear. The earliest explicit dynastic claim is made by 
Cunobelin, who identifies himself as a son of Tasciovanos. While the possibility of 
broader dynastic relationships are not ruled out in the region, the numismatic evidence 
is equally compatible with a situation where many of these rulers were independent or 
allied rulers of neighbouring social groups who relied upon the same sources of 
craftsmanship. It is possible that it was only under Commios or Tincomarus in the 
Southern region, and as late as Cunobelin in the Eastern region, that individual rulers 
managed to monopolise coin production and were able to maintain dedicated engravers 
and moneyers.  
While we can identify the emergence of kingship and the concentration of coin 
production in the hands of increasingly powerful rulers during the period c. 20 BC-AD 
10, coins do not reveal clear signs of tribal identity, in their style or distribution. The 
coins of Dubnovellaunos and Tasciovanos, labelled ‘Trinovantian’ and ‘Catuvellaunian’ 
respectively on the basis of the distribution of their coins in Essex and Hertfordshire, do 
not exhibit clear stylistic differences. Later coins of Cunobelin are found across the 
civitas-tribal ‘territories’ ascribed to three, if not four discrete, groups – the later Cantii, 
Trinovantes, Catuvellauni and parts of the Atrebates. Tincomarus and Verica issued 
coins in areas thought to relate to three tribal groups (the Regni, Belgae and Atrebates). 
It is clear that coins reveal the influence of individual issuers, something that was not 
determined or constrained by any possible ethnic or tribal identities. 
Against the background of the cumulative patterns displayed by studying the coinages 
of a particular named issuer, individual silver (and where it was issued, bronze) coin 
types display a different pattern in both the uninscribed and inscribed period. Localised 
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distribution patterns are common and often appear to cluster around particular 
settlements or groups of neighbouring settlements. It was suggested in chapter 4 that 
these patterns point to the significant relationships exposed by coinage – those between 
the ruler or issuer and the major sites and settlements where they interacted with their 
supporters, rivals and dependents. 
Coin distribution patterns beyond the south-east (chapters 4 and 5) emphasise that the 
model of production ascribed to the earlier coinages within the south-east may also be 
widely applicable to the societies along the periphery of coin-using Britain. At least two 
stylistically distinct streams of late uninscribed coinage can be identified within the 
Western series, as well as evidence for distributional differences running through the 
late uninscribed and early inscribed coinages. Furthermore, it is by no means impossible 
that some inscribed Western coinages were struck by contemporary local rulers or 
issuers. The placement of individual issuers’ coinages into neat linear sequences has 
more to do with the desire of numismatists to assemble king-lists and with assumptions 
about the structure of Iron Age society than the numismatic data itself (Leins 2007a, 37). 
The evidence for the existence of contemporary production streams is more compelling 
in the north-east Midlands (see chapter 5). Given that archaeological syntheses of the 
various ‘peripheral’ regions (for example Moore 2006, Hill 2007, Papworth 2008) are 
beginning to point to a non-hierarchical and/or fragmented social and political structure, 
the likelihood that the numismatic data supports such models should be taken seriously. 
Broad continuities of style can no longer be assumed to be indicative of socio-political 
or ethnic continuity. The areas through which North Eastern, Western and East Anglian 
coinage circulated may have included groups who identified themselves as Dobunni, 
Corieltavi or Iceni, but may also have included other groups whose names are now lost 
to us.  
In order to advance this debate further, new studies of the regional coinages are required. 
The model for these must be that established by John Talbot’s research into the East 
Anglian series. By painstakingly die-linking all recorded specimens of this coinage he 
has been able to establish beyond any reasonable doubt the relative chronology and 
magnitude of each issue, continuities and discontinuities of production, and relationship 
(if any) to geographically, stylistically and chronologically linked coinages. It is of 
course important for those attempting this research to recognise the possibility and 
importance of links that extend beyond their typological series, into those of 
neighbouring British traditions or even into Continental coinages. Given the recent 
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identification of the complexity (distributional and stylistic diversity) of early silver 
coinages of the Eastern and Southern coinage traditions (see chapter 4; also Rudd 
2006a), this is an area that would benefit from such attention. A project to examine the 
stylistic diversity of this material is already being discussed by the author and Chris 
Gosden at the Institute of Archaeology at Oxford University.  
 
7.3 Denomination and function 
The function of coinage is a complex issue and one which this thesis did not really set 
out to tackle. Despite this, differences in the distribution patterns exhibited by coins of 
different metals and denominations, at various points in space and time, reveal a number 
of patterns that are relevant to future discussion of this subject. Discrepancies between 
the distribution of contemporary gold staters and quarters, silver and bronze were 
identified in chapters 4 and 5. Such patterns are most readily detected during the 
inscribed period, when coins of different metals can be easily related to one another, but 
can also be identified amongst uninscribed coins when ‘denominational’ relationships 
are exposed by close stylistic links. In the case of SAM in Kent, the fact that differences 
in distribution of silver and bronze are not replicated in earlier or later coinage make the 
pattern ambiguous. While it is possible that the issuer directed silver and bronze 
towards the different settlements and communities with whom he maintained different 
types of relationship, it is equally plausible that the distributions reveal instead a 
response to the relative need for new silver and new bronze coins during the period in 
which SAM coins were issued. 
Less ambiguous, however, are the patterns exhibited by EISV in the west, by 
Addedomaros in Essex, Hertfordshire and Buckinghamshire and by late uninscribed and 
early inscribed coinages around the Humber. All of these examples reveal clear 
differences in the movement of different denominations struck by the same issuer. Gold 
staters appear to have been used more or less exclusively at or beyond the margins of 
contemporary coin-use, while silver coins (and in the case of Addedomaros gold 
quarters and bronze as well) are normally found close to major sites and settlements at 
locations more central to the overall distribution of contemporary coinages. It has been 
suggested in chapter 6 that these patterns serve to identify the range of different social, 
political and economic relationships that coin issuers maintained with individuals and 
groups in local and wider social contexts. Gold was of greater intrinsic value, and 
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perhaps symbolic of its issuer’s power, meaning that it was suited to social-political 
negotiations with distant communities, while silver and bronze served different roles as 
a means of payment or medium of exchange within ‘local’ socio-economic contexts. It 
is of course important to note that, unlike modern token coinages, Iron Age coins were 
struck in precious metal and, therefore, intrinsically valuable. As such, they can be 
expected to have circulated beyond the territories where their issuer’s immediate 
authority was recognised. 
In chapter 6, the database of coin finds was used to attempt to quantify the changing 
levels of access to different metals and denominations in different spatial, temporal and 
social contexts. It was suggested that even where the denominational balance of two 
regions appeared to point to compatible denominational systems, local variations and 
different chronological developments expose real differences in coin-use across 
southern Britain. The analysis in chapter 6 also emphasised how much work remains to 
be done in this area. Wellington (2006, 91) has already suggested that more research is 
needed into the sources and supplies of raw metals, while our understanding of function 
can only benefit from studies like that of Farley (2012), which reveals a great deal about 
the relative degrees of control exhibited over coin production in the North East 
compared to other regions. It is clear that a greater insight into the varied functions of 
coinage will require distributional studies, studies of archaeological context, 
metallurgical and metrological studies. Theoretical discussions (such as Aarts 2005; 
Kemmers and Myrberg 2011) play a significant role in advancing such debates too. 
 
7.4 Future approaches to Iron Age coinage 
The macro-scale distribution analysis that lies at the core of this thesis has clear benefits, 
allowing us to reconsider the significance of coin distribution patterns by freeing the 
data from the rigid regional-stylistic or tribal categories that have structured and 
restrained conventional numismatic approaches. It offers a more flexible approach to 
analysing typological development within a geographical and chronological framework. 
It has offered a fresh perspective on the development and spread of coin production and 
use and, for example, the relationship between issuer and sources of craftsmanship. As 
the analysis in chapter 5 has shown, however, detailed contextual studies are vital to our 
continued understanding of coin-use at the micro- and macro-scale. It is hoped that with 
further development of the online CCI, as outlined above, it will be possible to replicate 
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many of the types of analysis employed here, allowing them to be integrated into future 
numismatic and archaeological research.  
There remains a great deal of work to be done, particularly on the integration of studies 
of Iron Age and early Roman coins in Britain, which are still largely conducted in 
isolation from one another. The Hallaton assemblage and other hoards highlight the fact 
that both types of coinage circulated together in the early post-conquest period and, 
more intriguingly, perhaps before AD 43. If we are to gain a detailed understanding of 
the conquest-period economy in Britain, both sources must be studied together, 
something that appears more realistic given the increasing quantity and quality of the 
available data recorded on the PAS database.  
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Appendix A. Typological Structure and Chronology 
 
All coin types that appear in the dataset (IIACF) are included in the typological and 
chronological structure below. This means that every type recognised by Ancient British 
Coinage (Cottam et al 2010) is listed, except those that lack at least one example with a 
recorded provenance. Although the attributions were influenced by those in the CCI 
database and early drafts of Ancient British Coinage kindly passed on by its authors, all 
attributions are my own. ABC numbers are included (except for the early East Anglian 
series, which is classified according to Talbot (2006; forthcoming). Most types are 
referred to by the nomenclature of Derek Allen (1944; 1960), for example ‘British RA 
stater’. Newer types are labelled according to the names allocated by Chris Rudd (and 
used by Cottam et al 2010), for example ‘Clumpy Pegasus (ABC 276)’. 
The chronological structure of the Eastern, Kentish, Southern and South Western series 
is based on the work of Haselgrove (1987; 1993; 1999). The Western, East Wiltshire 
and Berkshire chronologies are my own, with the first reflecting work on the Pershore 
hoards (Leins forthcoming). The North Eastern chronology is adapted and developed 
from work on the Hallaton votive assemblage (Leins 2007a; 2012; see chapter 5). The 
dating and structure of the East Anglian series is derived from the work of John Talbot 
(pers. comm.; see also Talbot 2006, 235 ff., Talbot and Leins 2010, 4).  
 
 
EASTERN 
 
Phase: 4-5 = c. 100/80-50 BC 
Gold staters: Ingoldisthorpe (ABC 2421, 2424); British G (ABC 2329); British F (ABC 
2332); British E (ABC 2335); British A ‘North’ (ABC 2430) 
Gold quarters: British G (ABC 2350, 2356) 
 
Phase: 5-6 = c. 60-30/20 BC 
Gold staters: British LA (ABC 2433, 2436, 2439); British LB (ABC 2338, 2341, 2344, 
2347, 2442, 2445); British LC (ABC 2240); Climping type (ABC 524) 
Gold quarters: British LA (ABC 2457, 2460) 
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Note: the Climping type is included amongst Southern types by Cottam et al (2010, 49) 
due to its distribution. This attribution ignores its production links to British LA, LB 
and LC. 
 
Phase: 6 = c. 50-30/20 BC 
Gold staters: British LX5 (ABC 2237) 
Gold quarters: British LX4 var. - Essex Wheels (ABC 2231); Floret trophy (ABC 2246); 
S-Type (ABC 2249); ABC 2252; Finney’s Thunderbolt (ABC 2255); Heybridge Horse 
(ABC 2359); Bishop’s Wreath (ABC 2365); Harlow Flyer (ABC 2368); British LX4 
(ABC 2463); Raunds Wing (ABC 2466) 
Silver units: British LX17 (ABC 2258); British LX27 (ABC 2264); St Albans Zoo 
(ABC 2270); Essex Serpent (ABC 2276); British LX18 (ABC 2279); British LX16 
(ABC 2282); Dolphin Curls (ABC 2374); Duck helmet (ABC 2380); Thatcher’s Sister 
(ABC 2383); Winged Helmet (ABC 2472); Hadham Heart Ear (ABC 2475); Lister’s 
Head (ABC 2478); British LX6 - Whaddon Bird (ABC 2481); British LX8 - Whaddon 
Goat (ABC 2487); Amersham Moon Man (ABC 2490); Harlow Horned God (ABC 
2493) 
Silver half units: Sudbury snakeheads (ABC 2261); Double Horse (ABC 2285); 
Baylham Horses (ABC 2288); Tail Chewer (ABC 2291); SSS Horses (ABC 2300); 
Chesterford Stag (ABC 2303); Puckeridge Boar (ABC 2306); Essex Eagle (ABC 2309); 
ABC 2401; British LX14 - Braybrooke Hare (ABC 2496); British LX14 - Puckeridge 
Bird Hare (ABC 2499); British LX15 - Harlow Horses (ABC 2502); Snakes and Lyres 
(ABC 2505); Sudbury Horses (ABC 2535) 
Bronze units: Essex Stag (ABC 2312); Evans G12 Two Boars (ABC 2315); North 
Thames Serpent (ABC 2318) 
 
Note: The silver half unit ABC 2401 is ascribed to Dubnovellaunos by Cottam et al 
(2010, 121) on stylistic grounds. The silver half unit ABC 2535 is now attributed to 
Addedomaros by Cottam et al (2010, 127). 
 
Addedomaros 
Gold staters: ABC 2511, 2514, 2517 
Gold quarters: ABC 2520 
Silver units: British LX9 (ABC 2532) 
Bronze units: ABC 2538, 2547 
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Attributed to Addedomaros 
Gold quarters: British LX3 (ABC 2526); British LX2 (ABC 2529) 
Bronze units: British LX22 (ABC 2541); British LX21 (ABC 2544) 
 
Phase: 7 = c. 25/20 BC-AD 10 
Dubnovellaunos 
Gold staters: ABC 2392 
Gold quarters: ABC 2395 
Silver units: ABC 2398 
Bronze units: ABC 2404 
 
Attributed to Dubnovellaunos 
Bronze units: British LX23 (ABC 2407); British LX24 (ABC 2410); Dubnovellaunos 
Centre Parting (ABC 2413) 
 
Tasciovanos 
Gold staters: ABC 2550, 2553, 2559, 2562, 2565, 2568, 2571, 2574, 2577, 2580 
Gold quarters: ABC 2583; British LX1 (ABC 2586); ABC 2589, 2595, 2598, 2601 
Silver units: ABC 2604, 2607, 2610, 2613, 2616, 2619, 2622, 2625, 2628, 2631, 2634, 
2637, 2640, 2643, 2646, 2649 
Bronze double unit: ABC 2652 
Bronze units: ABC 2655, 2658, 2661, 2664, 2667, 2670, 2673, 2676, 2679, 2682, 2685, 
2688, 2691, 2694, 2697, 2700, 2703, 2706 
Bronze fractional units: ABC 2709, 2712 
 
ANDOCO 
Gold staters: ABC 2715 
Gold quarters: ABC 2718 
Silver units: ABC 2721, 2724 
Bronze units: ABC 2727, 2730, 2733 
Bronze fractional units: ABC 2736 
 
SEGO 
Gold staters: ABC 441 
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Silver units: ABC 447 
Bronze units: ABC 453 
 
Note: Stylistically SEGO types are Eastern, but almost all findspots are in Kent (see 
attribution in Cottam et al (2010, 44). 
 
DIAS 
Silver units: ABC 2739, 2742 
Bronze units: ABC 2748, 2751 
 
RVES 
Bronze units: ABC 2754, 2757, 2760, 2763 
 
Phase: 8 = c. AD 10-40 
Cunobelin 
Gold staters: ABC 2771, 2774, 2777, 2780, 2783, 2786, 2789, 2792, 2795, 2798, 2804 
Gold quarters: ABC 2807, 2810, 2813, 2816, 2819, 2822 
Silver units: ABC 2828, 2834, 2837, 2840, 2843, 2846, 2849, 2852, 2855, 2858, 2861, 
2864, 2867, 2870, 2873, 2876, 2879, 2882, 2885, 2888, 2891, 2897, 2900, 2906, 2909 
Bronze units: ABC 2912, 2915, 2918, 2921, 2924, 2927, 2930, 2933, 2936, 2939, 2942, 
2945, 2948, 2951, 2954, 2957, 2960, 2963, 2966, 2969, 2972, 2975, 2978, 2981, 2984, 
2987 
Bronze ?fractional unit: ABC 2990  
 
Cunobelin with: 
DVBN  
Gold quarters: ABC 3008 
AGR 
Silver units: ABC 3005 
TROCC 
Bronze units: ABC 2996 
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KENTISH 
 
Phase: 1-2 = Early to Late Second Century BC 
Potin: Kentish Primary (ABC 120, 123, 136, 129, 132); Dover M-Line (ABC 135); 
Birchington Bull (ABC 141); Lifelike Bull (ABC 144); Evans Bull (ABC 147)  
 
Phase: 3-4 = Late Second Century BC to Early First Century BC 
Potin: Flat Linear I types (ABC 150, 153, 156, 162, 165, 168, 171)  
 
Phase: 4-5 = Early First Century BC to c. 60 BC 
Potin: Flat Linear II (ABC 174) 
 
Phase: 5 = c. 60-50 BC 
Gold quarters: British P, PA, PB (ABC 189, 192) 
 
Phase: 6 = c. 50-20 BC 
Gold staters: British LZ1 (ABC 177, 180); British LY1 (ABC 183); British LZ3 (ABC 
186) 
Gold quarters: British LZ2 (ABC 198); British LY3 (ABC 201); Yoke Sunflower (ABC 
207); Double Torc (ABC 210) 
Silver units: Rochester Dragon (ABC 213); Facing Heads (ABC 216); Torc Headed 
Pegasus (ABC 219); Wine Carriers (ABC 231); Muzzles (ABC 234); Snakeheads (ABC 
237); British LZ9 (ABC 243); British LX19 (ABC 246) 
Bronze units: British LY6 (ABC 258); Long-Legged Horse (ABC 261); British LY7 
(ABC 267); British LY8 (ABC 270); British LX26 (ABC 273); Clumpy Pegasus (ABC 
276); Sandwich Five-tails (ABC 279); Curly Lion (ABC 282); Boar and Pentagram 
(ABC 285); British LY10 (ABC 291); ABC 336; ABC 339 
 
Note: ABC 336 and 339 are attributed to Dubnovellaunos by Cottam et al (2010, 40). 
 
Phase: 7 = c. 20 BC-AD 10 
Gold staters: British LY2 (ABC 294) 
 
Dubnovellaunos 
Gold staters: ABC 297, 300, 303 
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Gold quarters: ABC 306 
Silver units: ABC 315, 318, 321, 324, 327, 330 
Bronze units: ABC 333, 342, 345, 348, 351, 354 
 
Attributed to Dubnovellaunos 
Gold quarters: British LY5 (ABC 309); British LY4 (ABC 312) 
 
VOSENOS 
Gold staters: ABC 357 
Gold quarters: ABC 360 
Silver units: ABC 363 
 
SAM 
Silver units: ABC 369 
Bronze units: ABC 375, 381 
 
Phase: 7-8 = c. 20 BC-AD 40 
Eppillus 
Gold staters: ABC 384, 387 
Gold quarters: ABC 393 
Silver units: ABC 399 
Silver minims: ABC 402, 405 
Bronze units: ABC 408, 411, 414, 417, 420, 423, 426, 429 
 
TAVTO 
Silver units: ABC 432 
 
Phase: 8 = c. AD 10-40 
Eppillus/Verica 
Silver units: ABC 435 
 
AMMINVS 
Silver units: ABC 456, 459, 462 
Silver minims: ABC 465 
Bronze units: ABC 468, 471 
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SOL, SOL/CVNO 
Silver units: ABC 474 
Silver minims: ABC 477 
 
 
SOUTHERN 
 
Phase: 4-5 = c. 100/80-60 BC 
Gold staters: British A ‘South’ (ABC 482); British C (ABC 518); British D (ABC 755) 
Gold quarters: British O (ABC 533, 536, 539, 767) 
 
Phase: 5-6 = c. 60-25/20 BC 
Gold staters: British QA (ABC 485, 494, 497); QA varieties (ABC 758, 761, 764); 
British QB (ABC 488, 521); British MA (ABC 527) 
Gold quarters: British QC (ABC 500, 503, 509, 611, 782); British QC (ABC 2093, 
2101, 2109, 2225, 2469) 
 
Note: ABC 2093, 2101 and 2109 are ascribed to the East Wiltshire series, ABC 2225 
and 2469 to the Eastern region by Cottam et al (2010, 107-8; 115; 125). These are 
produced by the same hand as ABC 500 etc, but have been re-attributed to reflect the 
differences in their distributions. 
 
Phase: 6 = c. 50-25/20 BC 
Gold quarters: British LZ4 – Two Crescents (ABC 548); British LZ5 – Selsey 
Tramlines (ABC 626); Danebury Scrolls (ABC 791); Tadley Wheel (ABC 806); Ringed 
Horse (ABC 818) 
Silver units: Hampshire Thin (ABC 911); Tangmere Eel Spear (ABC 548); Chichester 
Boar (ABC 644); Sussex Lyre (ABC 647); Patching Moon Head (ABC 656); Worthing 
Wonder (ABC 659); British LZ7 – Ashdown Helmet (ABC 662); Chichester Helmet 
(ABC 665); Arundel Moon Man (ABC 671); Sussex Helmet (ABC 674); Sussex Ducks 
(ABC 695); Handlebars (ABC 698); Feather Head (ABC 704); Crescent Lyre (ABC 
7108); Leaf Cogwheel (ABC 716); Old Basing (ABC 836); Beaded Neck (ABC 842); 
Newbury Head (ABC 848); Mossop Helmet (ABC 854); Danebury Moustache (ABC 
857); Hayling Stalk Lips (ABC 863); Danebury Sunrays (ABC 866); Danebury Spear 
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(ABC 869); Danebury Boar (ABC 875); Danbury Mohican Boar (ABC 878); Danebury 
Double Boar (ABC 881); Kingsclere Horse Box (ABC 887); Danebury Dragon (ABC 
896); Hayling Head Back (ABC 902); Danebury Cross and Crescents (ABC 914); 
Danebury Crescents (ABC 917); Danebury Cogwheel (ABC 923); Danebury Moon 
Head (ABC 926); Danebury Double Corded (ABC 932); Danebury 2 Horses (ABC 941); 
Helmet Lyre (ABC 2117) 
Silver half units: Compton Spiral (ABC 722); Chichester Star (ABC 725); Lambourn 
Dragon (ABC 893); Danebury Boar Stag (ABC 938); Quadra Head (ABC 947); 
Danebury Spiral (ABC 950); Danebury Four Leaves (ABC 953); Moons Horns (ABC 
956); British LZ10 – Clanfield Anemone (ABC 959); Cogwheel Leaves (ABC 968); 
Crescents and Corded Arms (ABC 974); Danebury Sun Flower (ABC 977); Danebury 
Little Ladder (ABC 989) 
Silver minims: British LZ7 - Montagu Minim (ABC 728); Chichester Half Horse (ABC 
731); Chichester Crescent Cross (ABC 734); Hayling Island Comets (ABC 944); Four 
Petal Flower (ABC 986); Concave Square (ABC 1046) 
Bronze units: Chichester Cock (ABC 737) 
 
Note: ABC 2117 is attributed to the East Wiltshire series (Cottam et al 2010, 108). 
 
EX (possibly Commios?) 
Silver units: ABC 992 
 
Commios 
Gold staters: ABC 1022, 1025 
Gold quarters: ABC 1028 (inscribed A and E); ‘Gallo-Belgic’ XC2 = ABC 1031 
(inscribed A) 
Silver units: British LZ8 = ABC 1034, 1037, 1040 (inscribed E) 
Silver minims: ABC 1043 
 
Phase: 7 = c. 25/20 BC-AD 10 
Tincomarus 
Gold staters: ABC 1049, 1052, 1055, 1058, 1061, 1067 
Gold quarters: ABC 1070, 1073, 1076, 1079, 1082, 1085, 1088, 1091; British LZ6 
(ABC 1094) 
Silver units: ABC 1100, 1106, 1109, 1112, 1115, 1118, 1121, 1124, 1127, 1130 
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Silver minims: ABC 1136 
 
Attributed to Tincomarus 
Silver minims: ABC 1133 (inscribed A); ABC 1142 
 
Phase: 7-8 = c. 10 BC-AD 20? 
Eppillus 
Gold staters: ABC 1145 
Gold quarters: ABC 1148, 1151, 1154, 1157 
Silver units: ABC 1160, 1163, 1166 
Silver minims: ABC 1169, 1172, 1175 
 
Attributed to Eppillus 
Silver minims: ABC 1178 
 
Phase: 8 = c. AD 10-40 
Verica 
Gold staters: ABC 1181, 1184, 1187, 1190, 1193 
Gold quarters: ABC 1196, 1199, 1202, 1205, 1208, 1211, 1214, 1217 
Silver units: ABC 1220, 1223, 1226, 1229, 1235, 1238, 1241, 1244, 1250 
Silver minims: ABC 1262, 1268, 1271, 1274, 1280, 1286, 1289, 1292, 1295, 1298, 1301, 
1304, 1307, 1310, 1313, 1316, 1319, 1322, 1325, 1328, 1331, 1334, 1337, 1340 
 
Phase: 9 = c. AD 35-43 
Epaticcus 
Gold staters: ABC 1343 
Silver units: ABC 1346, 1349, 1352, 1355 
Silver minims: ABC 1364, 1367, 1370, 1373 
 
Attributed to Epaticcus 
Silver minims: ABC 1358, 1361 
 
CARA (Caratacus) 
Silver units: ABC 1376 
Silver minims: ABC 1379, 1382 
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BERKSHIRE 
 
Phase: BE1 = c. 50-20 BC 
Gold quarters: Berkshire Crescents (ABC 998)  
Silver units: Abingdon Zoo (ABC 1001); Abingdon Head (ABC 1007); Chieveley 
Chickens (ABC 1010); Crested Head (ABC 1013); Mildenhall Boar (ABC 1016) 
 
 
SOUTH WESTERN 
 
Phase: 4-5 = c. 80-50 BC 
Gold staters: British B (ABC 746) 
Gold quarters: British O (ABC 2205) 
 
Phase: 5-7 = c. 60 BC-AD 10 
Silver staters: Cranborne Chase (ABC 2157, 2169); Spread-tail (ABC 2160); Badbury 
Rings (ABC 2163) 
Silver quarters: ABC 2208; ABC 2211; ABC 2214 
 
Phase: 6 = c. 50-20 BC 
Silver quarters: Starfish (ABC 2220) 
 
Phase: 7-8 = c. 20 BC-AD 40 
Bronze staters: Hod Hill cast stater (ABC 2175) 
 
Phase: 8 = c. AD 10-40 
CRAB 
Silver units: ABC 1385 
Silver minims: ABC 1388 
 
Note: CRAB coinages are identified as Southern by Cottam et al (2010, 77) due to the 
metal and module of the coins and are mapped as such in chapter 4. 
 
 317 
Phase: 8-9 = c. AD 10-45 
Bronze units: Cast bronzes (ABC 2178, 2181, 21 84, 2187, 2190, 2193, 2196, 2199) 
 
 
WESTERN 
 
Phase: WE1 = c. 40-10 BC 
Gold staters: British RA (ABC 2003) 
Gold quarters: British RB (ABC 2009)  
Silver units: Dobunnic A (ABC 2012); Dobunnic B (ABC 2015); Dobunnic C (ABC 
2018); Dobunnic C, head left (ABC 2018 var.); Dobunnic D (ABC 2021) 
 
Phase: WE2 = c. 10 BC-AD 20 
Gold staters: Pershore type (ABC 2006) 
Silver units: Dobunnic E (ABC 2024); Dobunnic F (ABC 2027); Dobunnic MX (ABC 
2030); Dobunnic IJ (ABC 2036); Dobunnic IJ, horse left (ABC 2036 var.); Dobunnic IJ, 
head left (ABC 2036 var.) 
Silver half units: Dobunnic N (ABC 2137); Dobunnic O (ABC 2140) 
 
Note: ABC 2137 and 2140 are ascribed to the East Wiltshire series by Cottam et al 
(2010, 109), presumably on stylistic grounds. The distribution evidence does not 
support this (see chapter 4). 
 
BODVOC 
Gold staters: ABC 2039 
Silver units: ABC 2042 
 
CORIO 
Gold staters: ABC 2048 
Gold quarters: ABC 2051 
 
INAM 
Gold (plated only) staters: ABC 2060 
Silver units: ABC 2063 
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Phase: WE3 = c. AD 20-45 
COMVX 
Gold staters: ABC 2054 
 
CATTI 
Gold staters: ABC 2057 
 
ANTED 
Gold staters: ABC 2066 
Silver units: ABC 2072 
 
EISV 
Gold staters: ABC 2078 
Silver units: ABC 2081 
 
 
EAST WILTSHIRE 
 
Phase: EW1 = c. 40-10 BC 
Gold staters: British MA (ABC 2089); British MB (ABC 2091) 
Gold quarters: Wiltshire Wheels (ABC 2103); Robinsun QC var. (ABC 2105); Vale of 
Pewsey (ABC 2107) 
Silver units: Wiltshire Wings (ABC 2119); Dobunnic L (ABC 2122); Dobunnic M 
(ABC 2125); Upavon (ABC 2128); Potterne (ABC 2131); Wanborough Wheel (ABC 
2134) 
 
 
NORTH EASTERN 
 
Phase: NE1 = c. 60-40 BC 
Gold staters: British H (ABC 1716, 1719); British I (ABC 1722, 1725, 1728, 1731, 
1734, 1740) 
Gold quarters: North East boat/tree (ABC 1764); Scyphate (ABC, 1767, 1770, 1773); 
Torksey (ABC 1776) 
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Phase: NE2 = c. 40-10 BC 
Gold staters: Sunflower (ABC 1737) 
Silver units: Early boar/horse types (ABC 1779, 1782, 1785, 1788, 1781) 
Silver half units: Early boar/horse type (ABC 1827) 
 
Phase: NE2-3 = c. 40 BC-AD 20 
Gold staters: South Ferriby (Allen O, P) types (ABC 1743); South Ferriby var. (Allen R) 
types (ABC 1746) 
Silver units: Later boar/horse or Ferriby types (ABC 1797, 1800, 1803, 1806, 1809) 
Silver half units: Later boar/horse or Ferriby types (ABC 1833, 1836) 
 
Phase: NE3 = c. 10 BC-AD 20/30 
Gold staters: Late South Ferriby varieties (Allen S, P, T) types (ABC 1749, 1753, 1755); 
Domino types (ABC 1758); Kite types (ABC 1761)  
Silver units: Domino (ABC 1815); Kite (ABC 1818) 
Silver half units: Kite (ABC 1839, 1842) 
 
CAT 
Silver units: ABC 1845 
 
Phase: NE4 = c. AD 20/30-50 
VEPOC; VEP CORF 
Gold staters: 1851, 1854, 1860, 1863 
Silver units: 1866, 1869, 1872, 1875, 1878, 1881, 1884 
Silver half units: 1887, 1890, 1893, 1896, 1899, 1902, 1905, 1908, 1911 
Silver minims: 1914 
 
AVN COST 
Gold staters: 1929, 1932 
Silver units: 1935, 1938, 1941, 1944, 1947, 1950 
Silver half units: 1953 
 
IISVPRASV 
Gold staters: 1917 
Silver units: 1920 
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TATISOM 
Gold staters: 1956 
Silver units: 1959, 1962, 1965 
Silver half units: 1968  
 
DVMNOCO TIGIR SENO (DTS) 
Gold staters: 1971 
Silver units: 1974 
Silver half units: 1977 
 
VOLISIOS DVMNOCOVEROS (VDC) 
Gold staters: 1980 
Silver units: 1983 
Silver half units: 1986 
 
VOLISIOS DVMNOVELLAVNOS (VDV) 
Gold staters: 1995 
Silver half units: 1998 
 
VOLISIOS CARTIVELLAVNOS (VCART) 
Gold staters: 1989 
Silver half units: 1992 
 
 
EAST ANGLIAN 
 
Phase: EA1 = c. 50-20 BC 
Gold staters: British JA; British JB 
Gold quarters: Norfolk Wolf quarter 
Silver units: Bury A; Bury B; Bury C; Bury D; Bury E; Large Flan A (LFA); LFB; LFC 
Silver half units: Bury type 
 
Phase: EA2 = c. 20 BC-AD 5 
Gold staters: Early Boar Horse (EBH); Snettisham; Early Irstead (EIS); Irstead (IRS) 
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Gold quarters: EYH quarter; Snettisham; Irstead 
Silver units: Early Boar Horse (EBH); Boar Horse A (BHA); Saham Toney type; 
Snettisham; Early Irstead; Irstead A; Irstead B 
Silver half units: Early Boar Horse (EBH); Boar Horse A (BHA); Snettisham 
 
Phase: EA3 = c. AD 5-20 
Gold staters: Boar Horse B (BHB); Boar Horse C (BHC) 
Silver units: Boar Horse B (BHB); Boar Horse C (BHC); Boar Horse CD (BHCD); 
Early Pattern Horse A (EPHA); Early Pattern Horse B (EPHB) 
Silver half units: Boar Horse B (BHB); Boar Horse C (BHC); Early Pattern Horse A 
(EPHA); Early Pattern Horse B (EPHB) 
 
Phase: EA4 = c. AD 20-50 
Silver units: Late Face Horse (LFH) 
 
AESV/SAENV 
Silver units: ABC 1702, 1699 
 
ANTED 
Gold staters: ABC 1639 
Silver units: ABC 1642, 1645, 1633 
Silver half units: ABC 1648, 1636 
 
ECEN, ECE 
Gold staters: ABC 1651, 1654 
Silver units (ECEN, ECE A, ECE B): ABC 1657, 1660, 163, 1666, 1669, 1672, 1675, 
1678, 1681 
Silver half units (ECEN, ECE): ABC 1684, 1687, 1690, 1693, 1696 
 
ALEF SCAVO 
Silver units: ABC 1705, 1708 
 
ESVPRASTO 
Silver units: ABC 1711 
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Appendix B. Structure of Data 
 
The following table provides an explanation of the fields used in the IIACF database 
(attached CD). 
Data group Field (label) Sample Explanation 
ID ID 15543 Unique number in database. 
CCI number 07.0010 Unique six-digit CCI number 
based on the last two digits of 
the year and a four-digit 
record number. 08, 09 and 10 
numbers are provisional CCI 
numbers allocated to Hallaton, 
coins recorded by John Talbot 
and Pershore respectively. 
Source CCIo Source of the data. CCIo = 
CCI online; CCIc = recent 
additions to CCI card index; 
IL = author; JT = John Talbot. 
Geographic Place British Basic division between insular 
British and Continental 
products. Continental coins 
are included in a separate 
database.  
Region Eastern Geographical subdivisions; 
British nomenclature adapted 
from Haselgrove (1987). 
Tribe Trinovantes Tribal names; British 
nomenclature follows Van 
Arsdell (1989), around which 
CCI data was structured. 
Dating Phase P7; WE1; NE4 For details of phasing see 
chapter 2 and Appendix A. 
Basic Metal type Gold Usually gold, silver or copper 
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alloy. 
Denom(ination) Quarter stater Standard denomination names. 
Weight 1.34 Given in grams. 
Type IL type CUNO plant My reference; an 
amalgamation of other 
typological terms. 
ABC 1743 Cottam et al (2010). 
VA 1935.01 Van Arsdell (1989); structured 
CCI. 
Findspot Hoard coin Yes; No Field from CCI indicating 
whether the coin was a hoard 
coin or not. 
Hoard name Pershore Field added for my reference. 
Not completed for historic 
CCI data. 
Context 1 Entranceway New field to record context 
information for excavated 
finds. 
Context 2 Context 4 
Context 3 SF253 
County Kent Basic findspot data. 
Locality (parish) Westerham 
NGR TQ445545 National Grid Reference. 
 easting 5445 
northing 1545 
Full NGR 544500154600 12 figure amalgamated NGR. 
Discovery Year of discovery 2006 Year of discovery, as reported. 
Circumstances of 
discovery 
Metal detector Usually Metal detector, 
Excavated, Field walking or 
Unknown. Not recorded for 
East Anglia in John Talbot’s 
data from which the present 
dataset was derived. 
 
Other/new 
fields 
Treasure No 2007T600 Admin. number given to all 
hoards under UK Treasure 
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(excluded 
here) 
Act. 
CHIAB 
inventory No 
1234 Reference to de Jersey’s 
inventory of Iron Age hoards 
(forthcoming). 
Context 
information 
N/A Site specific information: 
Basic site 
description/function; context 
number or u/s = unstratified; 
associated finds; reference to 
publication 
Deposition date c. AD 40-50 Approximate deposition date: 
For hoards based on terminus 
post quem of hoard; for 
excavated coins based on 
likely date of context. No 
examples of this data have yet 
been recorded, hence it is 
excluded here. 
Current location British Museum Indicator of current location 
(often private collection or 
museum name and number). 
Location ID No 
 
2007.4100.1 The Museum’s acquisition 
number. 
Specific gravity N/A If recorded. 
Metal analysis Au 41; Ar 15; Cu 43 If recorded. 
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Appendix C: Civitates of Gaul and Britain 
 
The following lists are cited in chapter 2. It shows the civitas names associated with 
Gaul by Ptolemy, indicating where these names also appear in Caesar. Additionally, 
names recorded by Caesar and not Ptolemy are shown.   
 
Gaul 
 
Polemy Geography II, 6: Aquitania 
 
Caesar, de Bello Gallico (with citation) 
 
1. Pictones Pictones (3.11) 
2. Santones Santones (1.10) 
3. Bituriges Vibixci (Bituriges 1.18) 
4. Tarbeli Tarbelli (3.27) 
5. Limovici Lemovices (7.4) 
6. Cadurci Cadurci (7.4) 
7. Petrocori Petrocorii (7.75) 
8. Bituriges Cubi (Bituriges 1.18) 
9. Nitiobriges Nitiobriges (7.7) 
10. Vassari — 
11. Gabali Gabali (7.7) 
12. Dati — 
13. Ausci Ausci (3.27) 
14. Arverni Arverni (1.31) 
15. Velauni Velauni (7.75)  
16. Rutani Ruteni (1.45) 
17. Convenae — 
   
Polemy Geography II, 7: Lugdunensis Caesar, de Bello Gallico (with citation) 
 
1. Caletae Caletes (2.4) 
2. Lexubi Lexovii (3.9) 
3. Venelli Unelli (2.34) 
4. Biducasi — 
5. Osismi Osismii (2.34) 
6. Veneti Veneti (2.34) 
7. Samnites — 
8. Aulircii Diablitae Aurlerci Diablintes (3.9) 
9. Arvi  — 
10. Veneliocasi Veliocasses (2.4) 
11. Andicavae — 
12. Aulirei Cenomani Aulerci Cenomani (7.75) 
13. Namnetae Namnetes (3.9) 
14. Abrincatui — 
15. Aulirci Eburaici Aulerci Eburovices (3.17) 
16. Rhedones Rhedones (2.34) 
17. Senones Senones (2.2) 
18. Carnutae Carnutes (2.35) 
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19. Parisi Parisii (6.3) 
20. Tricasi — 
21. Turoni Turones (2.35) 
22. Segusiavi Segusiavi (1.10) 
23. Meldae Meldii (5.5) 
24. Vadicasi — 
25. Aedui Aedui (1.11) 
           
Polemy Geography II, 8: Belgica 
 
Caesar, de Bello Gallico (with citation) 
 
1. Atribati Atrebates (2.4) 
2. Bellovici Bellovaci (2.4) 
3. Ambiani Ambiani (2.4) 
4. Morini Morini (2.4) 
5. Tungri — 
6. Menapi Menapii (2.4) 
7. Nervi Nervii (2.4) 
8. Subanecti — 
9. Viromandues Viromandues (2.4) 
10. Vessones Suessiones (2.3) 
11. Remi Remi (2.3) 
12. Treveri Treveri (1.37) 
13. Mediomatrices Mediomatrici (4.10) 
14. Leuci Leuci (1.40) 
15. Longones (part of Gallia Belgica) Lingones (1.26) 
16. Helveti (part of Gallia Belgica) Helvetii (1.1) 
17. Sequani (part of Gallia Belgica) Sequani (1.1) 
   
Recorded by Caesar, not in Ptolemy 
 
1. Aduatuci (2.4) 15. Eleuteti (Cadurci?) (7.75) 
2. Ambarri (1.11) 16. Elusates (3.27) 
3. Ambiliati (3.9) 17. Tarusates (3.23) 
4. Ambibarii (7.75) 18. Sotiates (3.20) 
5. Ambivareti (4.9) 19. Grudii (5.39) 
6. Aulerci Brannovices (7.75) 20. Levaci (5.39) 
7. Bigerriones (3.27) 21. Madubii (7.68) 
8. Caeraesi (2.4) 22. Garumni (3.27) 
9. Vocates (3.27) 23. Geiduni (5.39) 
10. Sibusates (3.27) 24. Pleumoxii (5.39) 
11. Esuvii (2.34) 25. Ga(ri)tes (3.27) 
12. Condrusi (2.4) 26. P(rec)iani (3.27) 
13. Coriosolites (2.34) 27. Cocosates (3.27) 
14. Eburones (2.4) 28. Paemani (2.4) 
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Britain     
 
Caesar, de Bello Gallico Polemy Geography II, 2 
1. Ancalites (5.21) — 
2. Bibroci (5.21) — 
3. Cassi (5.21) — 
4. Cenimagni (5.21) (Iceni?) 
5. Segontiaci (5.21) — 
6. Trinobantes (5.20) Trinovantes 
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The following plates are taken from Cottam et al, Ancient British Coinage, specifically 
the catalogue’s “Fast Identifier” (2010, 147-59). The images are copyright of Chris 
Rudd and are reproduced with the permission of the authors and publisher. Every 
known type is illustrated, including those mapped and discussed in this thesis. 
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